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ABSTRACT
A Study of Post-Tenure Review Programs 
Among Nevada Community Colleges 
and the Peer Institutions of CCSN
by
Thomas M. Peacock
Dr. Dale Andersen, Examination Committee Chair 
Professor of Educational Leadership 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
This study carries forward the research of post-tenure review in selected community 
colleges. Administrators, faculty leadership, and faculty from the four (4) community 
colleges in Nevada and the seven (7) peer institutions of the Community College of 
Southern Nevada (CCSN) participated in this research.
A descriptive survey instrument was used that was formatted using Likert-type items. 
The participants were asked to rate the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with the 
27 statements.
Statements 1-15 were designed to reflect the participant perceptions on how their 
institutions post-tenure review procedures comported with the AAUP’s MINIMUM 
STANDARDS FOR GOOD PRACTICES IF A FORMAL SYSTEM OF POST­
TENURE REVIEW IS ESTABLISHED. Statements 16-20 were to provide information
111
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from the participant regarding their perceptions of post-tenure review. There were 45 
completed instruments returned out of a possible 65 for a response rate o f 69 percent.
The statements relating to consistency with the AAUP standards found that generally 
participants felt the following components of their post-tenure review process fell short of 
consistency with AAUP standards:
• Participants generally felt that their post-tenure review was only a réévaluation or 
revalidation o f their tenure status.
• There was a general feeling that the burden o f proof was shifted from 
administration to the individual faculty members to show cause why he/she 
should be retained.
• Only one half o f the faculty participants felt there were tangible recognition o f 
those faculty members who had actually demonstrated high or improved 
performance.
• Generally, administrators felt they could mandate or impose a developmental 
program.
• Only 43 percent of the faculty agreed that other possibilities such as mutually 
agreeable reassignment to other duties were an option to separation.
It was clear from this research that generally there is support for post tenure review in 
a formative context rather than a summative one.
Based on the results o f this study and reflection on the implications o f these findings, 
suggestions for a model for post-tenure review for CCSN was formulated and presented.
IV
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
Christine Licata, a leading researcher in the area of post-tenure review opines.
Evaluation of faculty performance and assessment of faculty vitality are processes 
critical to institutional livelihood and renewal. As the higher education 
community approaches the next decade, a greater attention to faculty evaluation 
can be expected, and there is reason to believe that this attention will not only be 
directed to an examination of faculty evaluation practices before tenure, but will 
also encompass the evaluation of faculty performance and vitality following 
tenure -  that is, post-tenure evaluation. (Licata, 1986, p. iii).
Post-tenure review is a term that is synonymous with other terms such as post-tenure 
evaluation. However, for this study, the term post-tenure review will be used. The use of 
this term is consistent with the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), 
Although it would perhaps be best to utilize a term other than post-tenure review, 
most alternative expressions (such as periodic evaluation of tenured faculty) do 
not clearly enough dispel the misconceptions, and the more familiar term has 
become so widely adopted in academic parlance that it would only create 
additional contusion were it not used here. (AAUP Policy Documents & Reports 
2001, p. 50).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
According to the AAUP, “Post-tenure review is a system of periodic evaluation that 
goes beyond and is more rigorous than many traditional forms of continuous evaluation 
utilized in most colleges and universities”. (2001, p. 51).
The issue of post-tenure review is one of contention and concern. The over-riding 
concern of faculty regarding any implementation of additional layers of evaluation is that 
they can threaten tenure and the basic and powerful principle it was designed to protect, 
namely Academic Freedom.
Academic tenure is a characteristic aspect of faculty service in American higher 
education. A survey conducted for the commission in April 1972 revealed that 
tenure plans are in effect in all public and private universities and public four-year 
colleges; in 94 percent of the private colleges; and in more than two thirds o f the 
nation’s two-year colleges, public and private. An estimated 94 percent of all 
faculty members in American universities and colleges are serving in institutions 
that confer tenure. (Faculty Tenure - Commission on Academic Freedom, 1973, p. 
1 ).
Because of the pervasiveness o f tenure in higher education and the demand for 
accountability because of shrinking budgets, this once inviolate right is being subject to 
reappraisal. For Nevada’s community colleges, it is mandated through The Universitv 
and Communitv College Svstem of Nevada Board of Regents Handbook, in Title 2, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.12 -  Annual Performance Evaluation of Tenured Faculty,
It is the policy of this system to expect the continued commitment of its faculty to 
excellence after the granting of appointment with tenure. Under this policy, 
tenured faculty will be encouraged to realize the University of Nevada
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
community’s expectations to such excellence in their future services and 
performances.
The Community College of Southern Nevada (CCSN) mandates in its Faculty Staff 
Handbook. Section 4.5 F -  Tenured Teaching Faculty Evaluation Procedures, “A full 
evaluation (student evaluation, classroom observation, self evaluation, professional 
growth plan, and peer evaluation) will be conducted once every three years. The Short 
Form Evaluation Form (Form 4) will be used for the interim years between full 
evaluations.”
Also, Licata and Andrews in their published article in the Journal o f Personnel 
Evaluation in Education (1991) assert, “The literature shows that university and four-year 
college researchers have expended very little effort researching evaluation processes in 
community, technical, and junior colleges” (p. 69). In addition, they comment that, 
“There has been little research produced to look at the state of post-tenure evaluation 
practices at two-year colleges in America” (1991, p. 69).
In a recent attempt to keep the research in their area moving forward, Andrews, 
Harris, and Licata in the Community College Enterprise, January 1, 2002, submitted an 
article titled, “Faculty Evaluation: Strengths and Concerns” in which they opine, “There 
is still much to be accomplished before community colleges across America are 
productive and lead to improved teaching.”
Statement o f the Problem
It is clear that the investigation o f faculty evaluation policies and procedures as they 
relate to post-tenure review is an area that needs to be addressed. It is particularly 
important that this be done so that effective, reliable, and sensible guidelines be
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
established at community college level. Through this research, I may provide a 
framework in which to improve and realize the objectives of post-tenure review.
Purpose of the Study
In this study, I intended to advance research in this area. This is an area where many 
concerns and issues collide with the public’s demand for accountability, the 
professoriate’s fear of attacks on tenure and academic freedom, and the clear lack of 
research in this area. Through research of the literature, policies and procedures at 
identified community colleges, and a valid survey instrument, I set out to develop and 
recommend an improved model to be considered by the CCSN’s administrators and 
faculty.
Research Questions 
The research questions proposed in this study were as follows:
1. To what extent do the target participants perceive their institution’s respective 
policies and practices as being consistent with the AAUP’s MINIMUM 
STANDARDS FOR GOOD PRACTICES IF A FORMAL SYSTEM OF POST­
TENURE REVIEW IS ESTABLISHED?
2. What are the general perceptions of the participants who represent several 
community college rolls regarding post-tenure review?
Significance of Study
Previously, it was not known if the community colleges of Nevada or the seven (7) 
peer institutions of CCSN had post-tenure review policies that were consistent with the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
AAUP’s MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR GOOD PRACTICE IF A FORMAL SYSTEM 
OF POST-TENURE REVIEW IS ESTABLISHED. (AAUP, 2001, p. 55).
The peer institutions that were selected to be studied was the result of a study done by 
Dr. Larry L. Leslie. The Committee to Study the Funding of Higher Education (1999) 
contracted with Dr. Leslie to identify the peer institutions for the institutions in The 
University and Community College System of Nevada. Dr. Leslie gathered data 
regarding finances, instruction, and facilities to arrive at his recommended list of peers.
The seven (7) peer institutions he identified for the Community College of Southern 
Nevada are as follows: Pasadena City College -  California; Broward County Community 
College -  Florida; Portland Community College -  Oregon; North Harris Community 
College -  Texas; Tarrant County Junior College -  Texas; and Tidewater Community 
College -  Virginia; Salt Lake Community College, Salt Lake City, Utah. The AAUP is 
an excellent benchmark to measure an institution’s post-tenure review program. The 
AAUP is a highly respected organization that promulgates policies and procedures in 
Higher Education. “The American Association o f University Professors (AAUP) is the 
nation’s most prominent umbrella organization for the professoriate.” (Braxton, Bayer, 
1997, p. 138).
According to Licata and Andrews in their published research articles, Facultv Leaders 
Responses to Post-Tenure Evaluation Practices. “Very little is known about the outcomes 
of post-tenure review in general and particularly within the community, technical, and 
junior college sector.” Continuing, “University and four-year college researchers show 
little interest in studying the evaluation processes in American community, technical, and 
junior colleges. (1992, pg. 47-48).
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Also, this study reviewed the policies and procedures submitted. This review 
identified components that could be incorporated in the policy procedures for CCSN and 
the other community colleges in Nevada.
Finally, this study was designed to provide useful information for those various 
stakeholders who are responsible for improving their existing post-tenure review 
programs, those who may be involved in the development of new policies, or those 
individuals involved in legislative efforts in this field.
Limitations or Delimitations
This study was limited to the community colleges o f Nevada and its peer institutions. 
It co-mingled rural and cosmopolitan institutions in the review of policies and the 
application of the survey instrument. It should not be generalized to the 
universities in Nevada or elsewhere, nor to community colleges not involved in this 
study. Any generalizations of the result of this study, since they will be based only on the 
various policies and procedures and questionnaires that are returned, should be made 
cautiously.
The survey was limited to the president, senior academic administrator, department 
chair, chair of the faculty senate, and the professors who have been at their respective 
institutions for five or more years and who will be designated by the chair of the faculty 
senate, and did reflect the opinions of these faculty and administrative officials. It did not 
reflect the opinions of the faculty or administrators, in general, of these institutions.
Assumptions were made in those community colleges that had in place collective 
bargaining agreements that there were no conflicts between AAUP’s MINIMUM 
STANDARDS FOR GOOD PRACTICE IF A FORMAL SYSTEM OF POST-TENURE
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REVIEW IS ESTABLISHED. Also in deferring the selection of faculty members to the 
chair of the faculty senate, a risk could be the selection of like-minded faculty to that 
respective faculty senate chair.
Definition of Terms
Academic Due Process The assurance, provided by institutional regulations, of
procedures to safeguard the fairness of personnel actions. 
The prevailing assurance in relation to dismissal of faculty 
members provides for an adequate statement of charges 
followed by opportunity for a hearing before peers; for the 
right of counsel, if desired; for the right to present evidence 
and to cross-examine; for decision on the record of the 
hearing; and for appeal from a dismissal judgment.
(Facultv Tenure -  Commission on Academic Tenure. 1973, 
p. 55).
Academic Freedom The right, identified with the purposes of academic
institutions, whereby members o f the academic convey to 
others, and, as generally described in the 1940 statement of 
principles, to act upon knowledge and ideas. Academic 
freedom should be distinguished from the personal 
freedoms guaranteed by constitution, through which it is 
sometimes reinforced in litigation. (Facultv Tenure 
Commission on Academic Tenure. 1973, p. 256).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Adequate Cause The basis on which a faculty member, either with academic
tenure or during a term appointment, may be dismissed.
The term refers especially to demonstrated incompetence or 
dishonesty in teaching or research, to substantial and 
manifest neglect of duty, and to personal conduct which 
substantially impairs the individual’s fulfillment of his 
institutional responsibilities (Facultv Tenure - Commission 
on Academic Tenure - 1973 -  p. 255).
Community College Any institution accredited to award the Associate in Arts or
the Associate in Science, as it’s highest degree. The 
definition includes the comprehensive two-year colleges as 
well as many of the technical institutes, both public and 
private. (Cohen & Drawer, 1996, p. 5).
Cyclical Reviews Any post-tenure evaluation that 1) occurs on a fixed cycle
greater than one year, and 2) applies to all tenured faculty 
(Trower, Policies on Facultv Appointment -  Standard 
Practices and Unusual Agreements. 2002, p. 186).
Formative (Departmental) The formative approach, on the other hand, suggests a
review process tfiat is developmental in nature. Its outcome 
is formulation of a professional development plan 
emphasizing future growth. No formal, immediate 
personnel action usually occurs. In some cases, only the 
faculty member sees the review. The institution’s role is 
principally to provide support, appropriate resources, and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Post-Tenure Review
Summative (Periodic/ 
Consequential
encouragement for specific faculty activities to help 
advance individual growth and promote the missions of the 
university and local unit. Formative reviews carry a 
counseling connotation. (Licata Morreale, 1996, p. 4).
A system of periodic evaluations that goes beyond the 
many traditional forms of continuous evaluation utilized in 
most colleges and universities. These traditional forms of 
evaluation vary in their formality and comprehensiveness. 
(AAUP -  Policv Documents & Reports. 9* Edition, p. 51). 
The summative fi'amework suggests that the review yields 
accurate and reliable information about past performance 
that is then used to make a personnel decision. Such 
information usually identifies a faculty member’s 
performance level and outlines specific actions to be taken 
as a result o f the review, either reward when performance is 
above the norm or remediation, in the form of an 
improvement or professional development plan, or both, 
when performance is judged to be substandard. Although 
summative reviews rarely lead to immediate revocation of 
tenure or reduction in salary, they generally result in well- 
understood outcomes and may be perceived as more 
punitive than formative reviews. (Finklin, Mathew -  
Tenure After an Uncapped ADEA: A Different View, 
found in Licata, Morreale, 1996, p. 4).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
10
Svstem
Triggered Reviews
“It is a network of functions or activities (sub-processes or 
stages) within an organization that work together for the 
aim of the organization”. W. Edwards Deming in The 
Deming Dimension. Henry Neave (1990, p. 123). 
Triggered target reviews occur not on a fixed cycle, but on 
an as-needed basis. Suspected poor performance, an 
unsatisfactory prior review, or the request of a department 
chair or dean most commonly triggers these reviews. 
(Trower, 2002, p. 187).
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C H A P T E R  2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter was to review relevant literature on post-tenure review 
regarding its emergence as a fact of life in higher education, opposing points o f view and 
its current practice.
It would be difficult to discuss post-tenure review without first providing a
background on tenure and then the nexus to post-tenure review. Cathy Trower provided
a consensus definition from various colleges and universities that participated in her
study, Facultv Appointment Policv Archive. (FAPA). “Of the 190 FAPA institutions that
define tenure, 87 percent (165) refer to it as “permanent” or “continuous” employment
until retirement, barring dismissal for cause; 14 percent (27) as an expectation of annual
contracts until retirement; and 5 percent (10) as a “contractual right to continuing
appointment.” (2000, p. 79-80). The AAUP in their publication, Policv Documents and
Reports Ninth Edition (2001, p.4) offer the following.
After the expiration of a probationary period, teachers or investigators should
have permanent or continuous tenure, and their service should be terminated only
for adequate cause, except in the case of retirement for age, or under
extraordinary circumstances because of financial exigencies.
AAUP forcefully links tenure with academic freedom and according to AAUP,
1 1
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Academic freedom is essential to these purposes and applies to both teaching and 
research. Freedom in research is fundamental to the advancement of truth. 
Academic freedom in its teaching aspect is fundamental for the protection of the 
rights of the teacher in teaching and of student freedom in learning.
Further, in the Commission on Academic Tenure, the unambiguous linking of 
academic freedom and tenure is found.
Tenure is viewed as a means of ensuring academic freedom and providing 
sufficient economic security to make the academic profession attractive to men 
and women of ability -  both objectives being indispensable to the successful 
fulfillment of the social purposes of higher education. (1973, p. 2).
Henry Rosovsky builds on the nexus of academic freedom and tenure, “Tenure as the 
principal guarantor of academic freedom.” (1991 -  p. 179). Tenure is an important issue 
to faculty. “Benefits are not in the narrow sense material, and one of the most essential is 
tenure”. (1991, p. 184).
Tenure is pervasive in higher education, according to Trower, 90 percent of the 
institutions (217) that participated in her study grant tenure (FAPA, 2001 p. 1). Again, 
Trower concludes, “For the AAUP, then academic tenure and academic freedom are 
inextricably linked.” (FAPA 2000, p. 83).
Therefore, it becomes clear to see that a post-tenure review program could be 
perceived as a direct threat to academic freedom. “Higher education administrators have 
responded to the attacks on tenure and the calls for greater accountability (vaguely 
defined) by pushing for programs of post-tenure review”. (Charles Parrish, Michigan 
Conference Newsletter. 1997, p. 1).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Post-Tenure Review 
The AAUP offers the following definition of post-tenure review.
Post-tenure review is a system of periodic evaluation that goes beyond the many 
traditional forms of continuous evaluation utilized in most colleges and 
universities. These traditional forms of evaluation vary in their formality and 
comprehensiveness. Although it would perhaps be best to utilize a term other 
than post-tenure review, most alternative expressions (such as periodic evaluation 
of tenured faculty) do not clearly enough dispel the misconceptions, and the more 
familiar term has become so widely adopted in academic parlance that it would 
only create additional confusion were it not used here. (Policv and Documents -  
Ninth Edition. 2001 -  p. 51).
Even today this research identified continued confusion in some institutions in some 
departments as to what post-tenure review is.
Cheryl Sterman Rule in Trower’s Policies on Facultv Appointment (Trower, 2000, p.
180) found the following on post-tenure review, “98 percent of the institutions 
responding provided policies on faculty evaluations. 90 percent of the policies are from 
institutions that grant tenure. 46 percent o f these institutions have post-tenure review.”
Post-Tenure Review -  Genesis 
Licata and Morreale found data that indicated a small number of universities that 
were members o f the AAUP had post-tenure review programs at their respective college. 
In 1989, only three (3) out o f 46 actually had such policies; several years later, that 
number increased to 61 percent of 680 colleges and universities had in effect such
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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policies and that 28 states had put into effect post-tenure review programs. (Chait, 2002,
p. 8).
Also giving rise to a post-tenure review was a perception by the public that tenure is 
an instrument that protects the incompetent professoriate. This perception was reinforced 
by a former Stanford president that agreed with this assertion (2002, p. 11). These 
perceptions intensified and both customers of education and taxpayers felt cheated. Then 
with the end to mandatory retirement, this feeling intensified. The concluding general 
feeling was that tenure indeed, on occasions, protects incompetent faculty. (Chait, 2002).
Others began to speak out about the obligations and accountability required from 
public institutions in terms of explaining how they measure and determine their success, 
how they operate, and how they achieve their goals. This acknowledged desire to seek 
accountability on all components would inevitably lead to performance evaluations for 
both probationary and ultimately tenured professors. (American Federation of Teachers 
(AFTl. March 2000).
While some argued against post-tenure review as an attack on tenure, others felt much 
differently. Some argued that in fact, continuous performance evaluations were 
consistent with the tenure because of the responsibilities that go along with tenure, that 
such evaluations should be expected, and that if our institutions failed to perform this 
important assessment of performance, then they would be open to the criticism that our 
institution do protect the incompetence by providing tenure. Richard T. De George 
(1997) opines.
Tenure is fully compatible with evaluation. Failure to engage in post-tenure 
evaluation because of a claim that tenured faculty members cannot be fired except
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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for incompetence, moral turpitude, or financial exigency is an abdication of the 
responsibility of an institution, (p. 39-41).
Even organizations such as the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) have 
recognized that the effort to adopt post-tenure review has been the result of state 
legislatures, board of trustees, and other outside influences and not necessarily 
administrations, in order to present to their constituents an alternative to eliminating 
tenure altogether. (AFT, 2000).
Other reports have strongly asserted that institutions that award tenure should provide 
performance evaluations o f their tenured faculty. An institution that implements such a 
process demonstrates that institution’s commitment to maintaining high levels of 
performance even with tenure programs in effect.
The American Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) recommends, 
“Tenure should be maintained, but institutions must be vigilant to ensure its integrity in 
concept and practice through evaluation and innovation when appropriate”. (AASCU, 
1999, p. 47).
Licata & Morreal in their report. What is Known and Unknown About Campus 
Initiatives with Post-Tenure Review, suggest that post-tenure review is not a new 
concept. They refer to the study done by the National Commission on Higher Education 
Issues completed in 1982 that suggested post-tenure review was one of the top issues 
facing higher education. In that presentation, they opined, “Nothing will undermine the 
tenure system more completely than it’s being regarded as a system to protect faculty 
members from evaluation”. (1982, p. 10). As a result of this study, it was recommended 
that a system of peer review be implemented to ensure faculty and institutional quality. 
(1982, p. 10).
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Licata and Morreal also suggested that post-tenure review was in practice before the 
National Commission on Higher Education Issues was released in 1982. They gave 
numerous examples where such practices were in place; St. Lawrence University, Coe 
College, Earlham College, and Carleton College, as well as public institutions such as the 
California State University (CSU) system, one of the larger systems in the country.
CSU’s policy for periodic review of tenured faculty was implemented in the 1970’s. This 
system was in effect prior to the collective bargaining contract, which was put into effect 
in 1983. These early programs preceded the surge of post-tenure review programs in the 
1990s.
Henry Rosovsky, who was Dean o f Faculty, Arts and Sciences at Harvard, in his 
book. The Universitv: An Owner’s Manual raised an important assertion related to post­
tenure review. The assertion he made was no institution that strives for quality can 
accept a “growing gerontocracy that necessarily brings with it declining productivity”. 
(Rosovsky, 1990, p. 211). His concerns are that if mandatory retirement is to be 
considered age discrimination, then some alternative process will have to be implemented 
in order to accomplish the same goal. “The introduction of term contracts and periodic 
tests of competence and performance seems logical”. (1990, p. 211).
Rosovsky raises a valid concern in supplementing programs such as, “periodic tests of 
competence and performance” (1990, p. 211). The concerns he has are, “How can one 
expect a colleague to render neutral and tough verdicts involving associates of a working 
lifetime?” (1990, p. 212).
Rosovsky does touch on concerns o f legislatures, governing boards, and others about 
concerns of a tenured faculty. “What are the major factors that make up the darker side
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of academic life? Perhaps none are unique, but they do appear in special guises.” He 
goes on to discuss the categories of evil, “Burnout, boredom, getting old, and envy.” 
(1990, p. 215).
According to Rosovsky, the careers of professors simply do not provide those 
methodical steps found in other professions that once tenure has been achieved, what then 
are the goals and objectives that mitigate boredom and burning out? After one has 
achieved tenure at a relatively young age, what does one do to stay invigorated over the 
next 30 or 50 years in the professoriate that has very little change in duties? Rosovsky, is 
indeed concerned about what happens to faculty who have achieved tenure,
A minority will lose enthusiasm. Different factors account for this troubled group. 
In some instances, a brilliant creative mind can deteriorate; more fi-equently entire 
fields leap forward in new ways and leave behind those unable to change. 
Sometimes established subjects become dull and routine, and boredom affects all 
practitioners. There are also individual dead ends that appear only after many 
years o f intellectual investment, creating deep anxiety and pessimism about one’s 
intellectual future (1990, p. 215).
Rosovsky goes on to indicate an additional concern, “I ’m concerned with those who 
have simply stopped trying. I am concerned with those who experience difficulties in 
creating an appropriate rhythm for their working life.” (1990, p. 216).
Perhaps what Rosovsky is suggesting is that post-tenure review coupled with faculty 
development, could be the instrument o f revitalization. This concern that Rosovsky 
expresses is relevant on many fi-onts personally, for the instructor, but also important to 
the institution. Sharon Baiocco and Jamie De Waters in their book Successful College 
Teaching opine, “The greatest investment a college makes is in its faculty”. (1998 p. 31).
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Biacco and De Waters go on to quote D.K. Jarvis, “In 1991 Jarvis estimated that each 
faculty member costs his or her university over a million dollars during a 35-year career 
span”. (Jarvis, 1991, p. 12, Junior Faeultv Development: A Handbook. Biaocco 1998, p. 
31). This huge responsibility in selecting staff, and then the subsequent enormous 
investment that follows, it would seem to ensure that tools and processes should be in 
place to be certain the selection and investment is still worthy.
Results of the surveys found in Policies on Faeultv Development was that at least 
one-third of the institutions in each of the Carnegie classifications that responded to the 
survey had adopted a formal system of post-tenure review. (Trower, 2000, p. 184). The 
conclusion was that, “Post-tenure review was no longer an isolated phenomenon, nor is it 
confined to particular institutional types. Rather, it spans the spectrum from small, liberal 
arts colleges to large research universities in fairly equal proportions. (2000, p. 184).
This commitment to post-tenure review, however, is not without legitimate questions 
being raised. Biaocco & De Waters reference Lionel Lewis whose book. Marginal Worth 
(1996), questions the difficulty, if not the impossibility, in measuring the productivity 
that goes on in the classroom. He is concerned about the difficulty in providing an 
effective teaching model. If a post-tenure review is among other components to measure 
what goes on in a classroom, then what is it we measure and by what method?
Most colleges and universities use a combination of peer reviews, administrative 
reviews, student ratings, self evaluations, and portfolios to assess faculty 
performance for purposes o f renewal, promotion, and tenure -  although we 
acknowledge that current researchers are attempting to identify a means by which 
we can objectively assess teaching, we believe that (a) a lack of consensus 
regarding criteria for teaching excellence and (b) the complexity of identifying
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and controlling for all of the variables that influence student learning are serious 
obstacles to valid assessments. (1998, p. 48).
Ernest Boyer also opines, “The question of how to evaluate teaching remains a mare’s 
nest of controversy.” (1990, p. 37). He continues, “For teaching to be considered equal 
to research, it must be vigorously assessed, using criteria that we recognized within the 
academy, not just a single institution. But what might such an institution look like? 
Whose opinions should be used?” (1990, p. 37).
Baiocco and De Waters contend that the assessment of teaching is full o f problems; 
less than adequate means to evaluate, the giving of student evaluations too much weight, 
and the continuing myth that teaching is an art and therefore cannot be measured.
Even though teaching performance is the most frequently assessed aspect of the 
professional role, faculty are very dissatisfied with the current process: 73 percent of 
faculty agreed with the statement that, “At this institution, we need better ways to 
evaluate teaching performance.” (CHE Almanac, 1995, p. 49 cited in Baiocco/De 
Waters, 1998, p. 79).
The AAUP took a comprehensive position on post-tenure reviews and the difficulty 
institutions would have and have to overcome. In a report approved in 1983 by the 
Association’s Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee (Committee A), 
AAUP is unambiguous in their position on post-tenure review.
The association believes that periodic formal institutional evaluation of each post- 
probationary faculty member would bring scant benefit, would incur unacceptable 
costs, not only in money and time, but also in dampening of creativity and 
collegial relationships, and would threaten academic freedom. (AAUP, 2001, p. 
50).
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However, after having put forth this statement, post-tenure review was expanding, the 
result was a new report that was approved in 1999 outlining the principles guiding their 
position.
Post-tenure review must be developed and carried out by faculty. Post-tenure 
review must not be a réévaluation of tenure, nor may it be used to shift the burden 
of proof fi’om an institution’s administration (to show cause for dismissal) to the 
individual faculty member (to show cause why he or she should be retained). 
Post-tenure review must be conducted according to standards that protect 
academic fi-eedom and the quality o f education. (2001, p. 50).
According to AAUP, the 90’s post-tenure review programs were proliferating higher 
education legislators. Board of Regents, and administration to begin making post-tenure 
reviews mandatory. Because of this movement, it was felt by AAUP that they needed to 
reaffirm their 1983 statement, but also provide guidelines that should be used in the 
developmental stages and implementation process that institutions could follow (2001, p. 
50).
In Nevada, it is The Universitv and Communitv College Svstem Board of Regents 
Handbook that is the governing document. This handbook provides the organizational 
structure for the system and provides the basic personnel policies for all faculty within 
the system. In this code is found the mandate for periodic evaluations and the 
requirement to perform evaluations on tenured faculty.
Periodic Evaluations -  Faculty shall be evaluated at least once annually by 
department chairs, supervisors or heads of administrative units. (Title 2, Chapter 
5, p. 13). This University and Community College System of Nevada code 
further provide a declaration specifically for the evaluation o f tenured faculty.
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Declaration of Policy -  It is the policy of this system to expect the continued 
commitment of its faculty to excellence after the granting of appointments with 
tenure. Under this policy, tenure faculty will be encouraged to realize the 
University of Nevada community’s expectations to such excellence in their future 
services and performances. This policy shall be taken into consideration in the 
annual performance evaluation of tenured faculty. (Title 2, Chapter 5, p. 13).
Also found in the Universitv and Communitv College Svstem of Nevada’s Board of 
Regents Handbook is a section that provides the evaluation procedures. In this 
procedure, there is a section “Evaluation Procedure”. This procedure is clear and 
unambiguous in its affirmation of consequences to be given to a tenured faculty member 
who does not maintain a certain level o f performance. This section that can only be 
characterized as “summative” in tone is as follows:
If the annual performance evaluations provided for in Section 5.11 of the 
Universitv and Community College Svstem of Nevada Code result in a tenured 
faculty member receiving an overall unsatisfactory rating for two consecutive 
years, a hearing shall be held for the purpose of determining if the tenured faculty 
member should be retained in employment. (Title 2, Chapter 5, 5.12.2).
Under (b) o f this same section, the code also provides that if a faculty member is unable 
to maintain, at a minimum, at least a satisfactory rating in two consecutive annual ratings, 
that faculty member will be subject to dismissal. Now, that same code does provide the 
following: by delegation, the Board of Regents Handbook authorizes each Nevada 
institution in the University and Community College System of Nevada an ability to 
develop their own college bylaws. In the Communitv College of Southern Nevada 
Bylaws there is a section that is titled, “Performance Expectations”, “It shall be the
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responsibility of the faculty to determine performance expectations in harmony with 
college goals. (Title 5, Chapter 1, p. 5). The faculty shall be substantially involved in the 
development and implementation of evaluation methods.” For CCSN. the Faculty StafF 
Handbook. Section 4, is the section for evaluations. In this multi-page section, the focus 
is on procedure, forms, and peripheral information on putting together an evaluation. 
Under Section 4 .IB, 3.2.2.4, a sentence is dedicated to development, “The primary 
emphasis of faculty evaluation shall be for developmental and constructive purposes.” 
Deming, in Out of the Crisis. (1982) lists as one of his “Diseases and Obstacles”, 
“Evaluation of performance, merit rating, or annual review.” (1982, p. 101). These 
diseases and obstacles, according to Deming, “Stand in the way of transformation”.
(1982, p. 97). Deming goes on to assert, “Fair rating is impossible. A common fallacy is 
the supposition that it’s possible to rate people; to put them in rank order of performance 
for next year, based on performance last year.” (1982, p. 109).
Deming is straight-forward regarding the complexities of evaluations.
The performance of anybody is the result of a combination of many forces -  the 
person himself, the people that he works with, the job, the material that he works 
on, his management, his supervision, environmental conditions (noise, confusion, 
poor food in the company’s cafeteria). These forces will produce unbelievably 
large differences between people. (1982, p. 109).
Deming suggests that performance crept into American businesses and other 
institutions as a popular instrument because it focused on outcomes and not the problems 
the people faced. According to Deming, these performance appraisals and merit systems 
were always concerned with the end product and did not address the real issues such as
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leadership and how that leadership helped the people perform their respective jobs. This 
approach did not help the organization.
The concept of performance evaluations sounded good, reward people for good work 
with pay. This would in turn motivate employees to perform well. However, according 
to Deming, the effect was exactly the opposite.
Everyone propels himself forward, or tries to, for his own good, on his own 
life preserver. The organization is the loser. Merit rating rewards people that 
do well in the system. It does not reward attempts to improve the system. 
Don’t rock the boat. Moreover, a merit rating is meaningless as a predictor of 
performance, except for someone that falls outside the limits of differences 
attributable to the system that people work m. The problem lies in the 
difficulty to define a meaningful measure of performance. (1982, p. 102-103).
In Baicco-DeWaters, they identify other challenges for evaluators. They assert that 
evaluators who try and seek objectively when evaluating a colleague pursue external 
verification, such as journal articles. The pursuit of this type of evaluative information 
avoids identifying the differences between peers because there exists no model for 
teaching and clearly avoids the internal biases and politics that exist in the various 
disciplines and institutions. (1998).
Biacco-DeWaters quote C. Chickering, Gamson (1991), “What appears to be lacking 
is a comprehensive theory of teaching that allows us to identify attributes of effective 
teaching and then to set goals and objectives for the improvement of performance”.
(1998, p. 50). And according to Baicco, “There is no widely accepted theory of teaching 
excellence.” (1998, p. 51).
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Compounding the efforts of individuals charged with performing evaluations, 
especially post-tenure evaluation is the simple question asked by Baicco and De Waters. 
“What is the point of evaluations?” “Why is teaching evaluated in the first 
place? Administrators and faculty alike do not dispute that faculty evaluation; 
particularly evaluation of teaching effectiveness is a minefield.” (1998, p. 94).
Henry Neave suggests, “The effects of performance appraisal (personal review 
system, merit rating, evaluation of performance, annual review, system of reward, pay for 
performance, etc.) are devastating.” (1990, p. 50). Performance appraisals, again 
according to Neave,
They leave people bitter, others despondent and dejected, some even depressed, 
unfit for work for weeks after receipt of rating, unable to comprehend why they 
are inferior. They are unfair, as they ascribe to the people in a group differences 
that may well be caused totally by the system within which the group works. 
(1990, p. 51).
Even with strong arguments questioning evaluations in general, the move towards 
evaluations and in particular, post-tenure review was moving forward. According to 
Cherly Stemman Rule’s findings in the study edited by Cathy Trower (2000, p. 180),
213 of 217 institutions (98%) in the Project on Faeultv Appointment Archive, 
provided policies on faculty evaluation. 88 of the 192 (46%) have post-tenure 
review (2000, p. 180). Of the 88 institutions with Post-Tenure Review 48 (55 
percent) are public and 40 (45 percent) are private. 78 (84 percent) conduct 
“cyclical review” of tenured faculty at intervals ranging from two to seven years. 
37 (42 percent) conduct “triggered reviews” triggered by poor performance or
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unsatisfactory annual or cyclical reviews, or at the request of an administrator or 
the faculty member under review”. (2000, p. 180).
In general, the concerns over evaluations were on the rise with faculty. In Andrews 
(1995), he mentioned a national survey conducted by A1 Filan that found faculty 
evaluation to be the highest concern of instructional leaders that would be attending the 
First National Conference for Community College Chairs. (1995, p. 5).
According to AAUP, “By the mid 1990’s new forms of post-tenure review were 
appearing: A significant number of legislatures, governing boards, and university 
administrators were making such reviews mandatory; others were in various states of 
consideration”. (AAUP, 2001). Thus, AAUP put forth their post-tenure review position. 
The principles guiding this document are these: post-tenure review ought to be 
aimed not at accountability, but at faculty development. Post-tenure review must 
be developed and carried out by faculty. Post-tenure review must not be a 
réévaluation of tenure, nor may it be used to shift the burden of proof fi'om an 
institution’s administration (to show cause for dismissal) to the individual faculty 
member (to show cause why he or she should be retained). Post-tenure 
review must be conducted according to standards that protect academic ft-eedom 
and quality o f education.” (2001). AAUP also asserts, “Post-tenure review 
should not be undertaken for the purpose of dismissal.” (2001).
In the important AAUP document, there is also found, GUIDELINES FOR 
DECIDING WHETHER OR NOT TO ESTABLISH A FORMAL SYSTEM OF POST­
TENURE REVIEW. Under 4 (c) it provides.
Whether a cost-benefit analysis shows that institutional resources can adequately 
support a meaningful and constructive system for post-tenure review without
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
26
damage to other aspects of the academic program and to the recognition of faculty 
merit, since the constructiveness of such a system depends not only on the 
application of these standards but also on the ability to support and sustain faculty 
development. (AAUP, 2001, p. 55).
Therefore, an institution must be able to fund, among other items, the development of 
tenured faculty if the need is manifest.
AAUP also provides in some detail, the MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR GOOD 
PRACTICE IF A FORMAL SYSTEM OF POST-TENURE REVIEW IS 
ESTABLISHED. These standards are the basis o f this paper’s questionnaires’ 1-15.
1) Post-tenure review must ensure the protection of academic freedom as 
defined in the 1940 Statement of Principles. The application of its 
procedures, therefore, should not intrude on an individual faculty 
member’s proper sphere of professional self-direction, nor should it be 
used as a subterfuge for effecting programmatic change. Such a review 
must not become the occasion for a wide-ranging “fishing expedition” in 
an attempt to dredge up negative evidence.
2) Post-tenure review must not be a réévaluation or revalidation o f tenured 
status as defined in the 1940 statement. In no case should post-tenure 
review be used to shift the burden of proof from the institution’s 
administration (to show cause why a tenured faculty member should be 
dismissed) to the individual faculty member (to show cause why he or she 
should be retained).
3) The written standards and criteria by which faculty members are evaluated 
in post-tenure review should be developed and periodically reviewed by
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the faculty. The faculty should also conduct the actual review process.
The basic standard for appraisal should be whether the faculty member 
under review discharges conscientiously and with professional competence 
the duties appropriately associated with his or her position, not whether the 
faculty member meets the current standards for the award of tenure as 
those might have changed since the initial granting of tenure.
4) Post-tenure review should be developmental and supported by institutional 
resources for professional development or a change of professional 
direction. In the event that an institution decides to invest the time and 
resources required for comprehensive or “Blanket” review, it should also 
offer tangible recognition to those faculty members who have 
demonstrated high or improved performance.
5) Post-tenure review should be flexible enough to acknowledge different 
expectations in different disciplines and changing expectations at different 
stages of faculty careers.
6) Except when faculty appeals procedures direct that files be available to 
aggrieved faculty members, the outcome of evaluations should be 
confidential, that is, confined to the appropriate college or university 
persons or bodies and the faculty member being evaluated, released 
otherwise only at the discretion or with the consent of the faculty member.
7) If the system of post-tenure review is supplemented, or supplanted by the 
option of a formal development plan, that plan cannot be imposed on the 
faculty member unilaterally, but must be a product of mutual negotiation.
It should respect academic freedom and professional self-
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direction, and it should be flexible enough to allow for subsequent 
alteration or even its own abandonment. The standard here should be that 
of good faith on both sides -  a commitment to improvement by the faculty 
member and to the adequate support that improvement by the institution -  
rather than the literal fulfillment of a set of nonnegotiable demands or rigid 
expectations, quantitative or otherwise.
8) A faculty member should have the right to comment in response to 
evaluations, and to challenge the findings and correct the record by appeal 
to an elected faculty grievance committee. He or she should have the same 
rights of comment and appeal concerning the manner in which any 
individualized development plan is formulated, the plan’s content, and any 
resulting evaluation.
9) In the event that recurring evaluations reveal continuing and persistent 
problems with a faculty member’s performance that do not lend 
themselves to improvement after several efforts, and that call into question 
his or her ability to function in that position, then other possibilities, such 
as a mutually agreeable reassignment to other duties or separation, should 
be explored. If these are not practicable, or if no other solution acceptable 
to the parties can be found, then the administrator should invoke peer 
consideration regarding any contemplated sanctions.
10) The standard for dismissal or other severe sanction remains that of 
adequate cause and the mere fact of successive negative reviews does not 
in any way diminish the obligation o f the institution to show such cause in 
a separate forum before an appropriately constitutional hearing body of
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peers convened for that purpose. Evaluation records may be admissible 
but rebuttable as to accuracy. Even if they are accurate, the administration 
is still required to bear the burden of proof and demonstrate through an 
adversarial proceeding not only that the negative evaluations rest on fact 
but also that the facts rise to the level of adequate cause for dismissal or 
other severe sanction. The faculty member must be afforded the full 
procedural safeguards set forth in the 1958 Statement on Procedural 
Standards in Faeultv Dismissal Proceedings and the Recommended 
Institutional Regulations on Academic Freedom and Tenure, which 
include, among other safeguards, the opportunity to confront and cross 
examine adverse witnesses. (AAUP, 2001, p. 56).
The debate of evaluations and specifically post-tenure evaluations will continue. 
However, as the AAUP has indicated, “New forms of post-tenure review were appearing: 
A significant number of legislatures, governing boards, and university administrators 
were making such reviews mandatory.” (2001). Cheryl Sterman Rule in Trower’s edited 
study offers, “During the past two decades, controversy over both the necessity and 
propriety of such reviews has intensified on all fronts.” (2000, p. 182). However, post­
tenure review is an established fact in Nevada and at the Community College of Southern 
Nevada. In The Universitv and Communitv College Svstem of Nevada Board of Regents 
Handbook. Title 2, Chapter 5, Section 5.12 -  Annual Performance Evaluation of Tenured 
Faculty,
It is the policy of this system to expect the continued commitment of its faculty to 
excellence after the granting of appointments with tenure. Under this policy, 
tenured faculty will be encouraged to realize the University o f Nevada
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community’s expectations to such excellence in their future services and 
performances.
In 5.12.2(b), the policy continues, “Failure of a tenured faculty member to maintain at 
least a satisfactory rating in two consecutive annual performance evaluations as provided 
in this section shall be cause for termination of employment.”
Evaluations in some form must be part of the higher educational universe. In 
Parker Palmer’s book. The Courage to Teach, he opines.
Though we teach in front of students, we almost always teach solo, out of 
collegial sight -  as contrasted with surgeons or trial lawyers, who work in the 
presence of others who know their craft well. Lawyers argue cases in front of 
other lawyers, where gaps in their skill and knowledge are clear for all to see. 
Surgeons operate under the gaze of specialists who notice if a hand trembles, 
making malpractice less likely. But teachers can lose sponges or amputate the 
wrong limb with no witnesses except the victims. (1998, p. 142).
Palmer goes on to advise.
When we walk into our workplace, the classroom, we close the door on our 
colleagues. When we emerge, we rarely talk about what happened or what needs 
to happen next, for we have no shared experience to talk about. Then instead of 
calling this the isolationism it is and trying to overcome it, we claim it as a virtue 
called, ‘academic freedom’: my classroom is my castle, and the sovereigns of 
other fiefdoms are not welcome here”. (1998, p. 142).
Teaching cannot be proprietary. Appropriate assessments throughout ones career are 
essential for growth and development. However, the concern is what instrument is to be 
used to accomplish this objective.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY AND DATA DESCRIPTION 
Research Methods
This chapter reports the methodologies and procedures that were employed to carry 
out the study. The purpose of this study was to investigate policies and procedures on 
post-tenure review in the community colleges in Nevada and the seven (7) peer 
institutions as identified by Dr. Larry Leslie (see Page 5) in order to recommend a model 
with improved effectiveness, reliability, and sensibility. For clarity and the convenience 
of the reader, these are presented in seven separate sections. They are organized as 
follows:
1. Research Questions.
2. Participants.
3. The Research Design.
4. The Survey Instrument.
5. The Validation Process and Research Clearances.
6. Collection of the Data.
7. Analysis of the Data.
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Research Questions
1. To what extent do the target populations perceive their institution’s 
respective policies and practices as being consistent with the AAUP’s 
MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR GOOD PRACTICES IF A FORMAL 
SYSTEM OF POST-TENURE REVIEW IS ESTABLISHED?
2. What are the general perceptions of the participants who represent several 
community college rolls regarding post-tenure review?
The Participants
The participants in this study were selected administrators, faculty leaders, and faculty 
in the four community colleges in Nevada and the seven community colleges identified 
as peer institutions of CCSN. This study utilized a cross-sectional survey designed to 
assess how these participants perceived their institutions post-tenure review program in 
relationship to the AAUP’s guidelines and their general perceptions about post-tenure 
review.
The participants were representatives of the various positions they occupy in their 
institutions. They were chosen to reflect administrative, faculty leadership, and faculty 
perspectives. The positions that they occupied were as follows:
1. President
2. Chief Academic Officer
3. Faculty Senate Chair
4. Department Chair
5. Faculty Member (two)
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T he institu tions that w ere  se lected  as d escrib ed  in Chapter 1, (se e  P age 5 ) w ere  as
fo llo w s:
1. Community College of Southern Nevada, Las Vegas, Nevada
2. Truckee Meadows Community College, Reno, Nevada
3. Western Nevada Community College, Carson City, Nevada
4. Great Basin College, Elko, Nevada
5. Broward Community College, Ft. Lauderdale, Florida
6. North Harris Montgomery Community College, Houston, Texas
7. Pasadena College, Pasadena, California
8. Portland Community College, Portland, Oregon
9. Salt Lake Community College, Salt Lake City, Utah
10. Tarrant Count Junior College, Ft. Worth, Texas
11. Tidewater Community College, Norfolk, Virginia
Research Design
The study was designed to use a self administered, cross-sectional, survey instrument 
to obtain data on post-tenure review from representatives of the community colleges in 
Nevada and the seven peer institutions o f CCSN as perceived by administration, faculty 
leadership, and faculty from the identified institutions.
This information was collected primarily by mail. As suggested by Frankel and 
Waken (1996), mailed surveys were used because they permit the participant to take their 
time and reflect before answering questions. Also, due to the geographical distribution of 
the various community colleges, cost was a factor. However, telephone contact was also 
employed as a means of ensuring a higher response rate.
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Instrumentation
Appendix B presents the descriptive survey instrument that was used for this research. 
The instrument utilizes a Likert-type scale, permitting the participants following choices: 
Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Disagree (D), and Strongly Disagree (SD).
The instrument was divided into two sections: The section. Questions 1-15, were 
designed to reflect the participants perception on how their institution’s post-tenure 
review comported with the AAUP’s MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR GOOD 
PRACTICES IF A FORMAL SYSTEM OF POST-TENURE REVIEW IS 
ESTABLISHED. (2001). The section. Questions 16-27, were used with the permission 
of Dr. Hans A. Andrews, President of Olney Central College. (Andrews, Harris and 
Licata 2002). These questions were to solicit information from the participants regarding 
faculty assessment, staff development, criteria, incompetence, and other issues that relate 
to their perceptions of post-tenure review.
Validation of the Instrument and Research Clearances
Before the instrument was finalized, it was submitted to a panel o f experts (Dr. 
Andersen, Dr. Meacham, Dr. Kops, and Dr. Thompson, all o f the University of Nevada 
Las Vegas (UNLV), Modifications were made where suggested by this panel to enhance 
the instrument. The enhancements, comments, and review established the content 
validity o f the final instrument.
Before this research could commence, it was required that the investigator complete 
the on-line program of study and provide a “Completion Certificate” from the National
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Institute’s of Health -  Human Participant Protections Education for Research (see 
Appendix C). Also, approval was required and obtained from the UNLV Social 
Behavioral Sciences Institutional Review Board (see Appendix C).
Collection of Data
Lists of UCCSN community colleges and the peer institutions of CCSN were 
provided to the Cannon Center for Survey Research (CCSR) located at 4505 Maryland 
Parkway, Las Vegas, Nevada at UNLV. This list contained the names and mailing 
addresses of the community colleges in Nevada and the seven peer institutions of the 
Community College of Southern Nevada. The seven peer institutions of CCSN were 
those identified by Lesilie in the publication, “Committee to Study the Funding of Higher 
Education”. (1999, p. 85):
1. Broward Community College, Ft. Lauderdale, Florida
2. North Harris Montgomery Community College, Houston, Texas
3. Pasadena College, Pasadena, California
4. Portland Community College, Portland, Oregon
5. Salt Lake Community College, Salt Lake City, Utah
6. Tarrant County Junior College, Ft. Worth, Texas
7. Tidewater Community College, Norfolk, Virginia
The four community colleges in Nevada that participated in the survey are:
1. Community College of Southern Nevada, Las Vegas, Nevada
2. Truckee Meadows Community College, Reno, Nevada
3. Western Nevada Community College, Carson City, Nevada
4. Great Basin College, Elko, Nevada
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From the list, the staff at CCSR were asked to identify and obtain contact 
information for the following positions at each institution:
1. President of the institution
2. Chair of the faculty senate
3. Chief academic officer
4. A department chair from either political science or the philosophy department
5. Two faculty members selected by the faculty senate chair
This information was obtained by CCSR by making telephone calls to each institution, 
as well as searching each college’s web site in order to identify the individuals occupying 
the various positions. The protocol used to select faculty members from each of the peer 
institutions and the Nevada community colleges was to contact the faculty senate chair 
via telephone and ask that he or she recommend two faculty members who had been at 
the institution for at least five (5) years. This method was successful in all but Tarrant 
County College in Texas. This community college reported that they did not have a 
faculty senate. In this case, a list o f faculty was obtained from the Internet and faculty 
from the political science/government departments were randomly selected from that list. 
The total number of possible participants was 65.
A letter was sent to each targeted institution identifying the investigator and the purpose 
for the request. An example letter is in Appendix D. This letter requested the following 
information from the institution’s chief human resource administrator:
1. A copy of the state and/or institution’s governing body directives, relating to
evaluating instructions/professors with tenure.
2. The institution’s policies/procedures on post-tenure/review/evaluations.
3. All forms/instructions used in this evaluation process.
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T he institu tions that w ere  se lected  as describ ed  in Chapter 1, (se e  P age 5) w ere  as
fo llo w s:
1. Community College of Southern Nevada, Las Vegas, Nevada
2. Truckee Meadows Community College, Reno, Nevada
3. Western Nevada Community College, Carson City, Nevada
4. Great Basin College, Elko, Nevada
5. Broward Community College, Ft. Lauderdale, Florida
6. North Harris Montgomery Community College, Houston, Texas
7. Pasadena College, Pasadena, California
8. Portland Community College, Portland, Oregon
9. Salt Lake Community College, Salt Lake City, Utah
10. Tarrant Count Junior College, Ft. Worth, Texas
11. Tidewater Community College, Norfolk, Virginia
Research Design
The study was designed to use a self administered, cross-sectional, survey instrument 
to obtain data on post-tenure review from representatives of the community colleges in 
Nevada and the seven peer institutions o f CCSN as perceived by administration, faeulty 
leadership, and faculty from the identified institutions.
This information was collected primarily by mail. As suggested by Frankel and 
Waken (1996), mailed surveys were used because they permit the participant to take their 
time and reflect before answering questions. Also, due to the geographical distribution of 
the various community colleges, cost was a factor. However, telephone contact was also 
employed as a means of ensuring a higher response rate.
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Instrumentation
Appendix B presents the descriptive survey instrument that was used for this research. 
The instrument utilizes a Likert-type scale, permitting the participants following choices: 
Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Disagree (D), and Strongly Disagree (SD).
The instrument was divided into two sections: The section. Questions 1-15, were 
designed to reflect the participants perception on how their institution’s post-tenure 
review comported with the AAUP’s MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR GOOD 
PRACTICES IF A FORMAL SYSTEM OF POST-TENURE REVIEW IS 
ESTABLISHED. (2001). The section. Questions 16-27, were used with the permission 
of Dr. Hans A. Andrews, President of Olney Central College. (Andrews, Harris and 
Licata 2002). These questions were to solicit information from the participants regarding 
faculty assessment, staff development, criteria, incompetence, and other issues that relate 
to their perceptions o f post-tenure review.
Validation of the Instrument and Research Clearances
Before the instrument was finalized, it was submitted to a panel of experts (Dr. 
Andersen, Dr. Meacham, Dr. Kops, and Dr. Thompson, all of the University o f Nevada 
Las Vegas (UNLV). Modifications were made where suggested by this panel to enhance 
the instrument. The enhancements, comments, and review established the content 
validity o f the final instrument.
Before this research could commence, it was required that the investigator complete 
the on-line program of study and provide a “Completion Certificate” from the National
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Institute’s of Health -  Human Participant Protections Education for Research (see 
Appendix C). Also, approval was required and obtained from the UNLV Social 
Behavioral Sciences Institutional Review Board (see Appendix C).
Collection of Data
Lists of UCCSN community colleges and the peer institutions of CCSN were 
provided to the Cannon Center for Survey Research (CCSR) located at 4505 Maryland 
Parkway, Las Vegas, Nevada at UNLV. This list contained the names and mailing 
addresses of the community colleges in Nevada and the seven peer institutions of the 
Community College of Southern Nevada. The seven peer institutions of CCSN were 
those identified by Lesilie in the publication, “Committee to Study the Funding of Higher 
Education”. (1999, p. 85):
1. Broward Community College, Ft. Lauderdale, Florida
2. North Harris Montgomery Community College, Houston, Texas
3. Pasadena College, Pasadena, California
4. Portland Community College, Portland, Oregon
5. Salt Lake Community College, Salt Lake City, Utah
6. Tarrant County Junior College, Ft. Worth, Texas
7. Tidewater Community College, Norfolk, Virginia
The four community colleges in Nevada that participated in the survey are:
1. Community College of Southern Nevada, Las Vegas, Nevada
2. Truckee Meadows Community College, Reno, Nevada
3. Western Nevada Community College, Carson City, Nevada
4. Great Basin College, Elko, Nevada
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From the list, the staff at CCSR were asked to identify and obtain contact 
information for the following positions at each institution:
1. President of the institution
2. Chair of the faculty senate
3. Chief academic officer
4. A department chair from either political science or the philosophy department
5. Two faculty members selected by the faculty senate chair
This information was obtained by CCSR by making telephone calls to each institution, 
as well as searching each college’s web site in order to identify the individuals occupying 
the various positions. The protocol used to select faculty members from each of the peer 
institutions and the Nevada community colleges was to contact the faculty senate chair 
via telephone and ask that he or she recommend two faculty members who had been at 
the institution for at least five (5) years. This method was successful in all but Tarrant 
County College in Texas. This community college reported that they did not have a 
faculty senate. In this case, a list of faculty was obtained from the Internet and faculty 
from the political science/government departments were randomly selected from that list. 
The total number of possible participants was 65.
A letter was sent to each targeted institution identifying the investigator and the purpose 
for the request. An example letter is in Appendix D. This letter requested the following 
information from the institution’s chief human resource administrator:
1. A copy of the state and/or institution’s governing body directives, relating to
evaluating instructions/professors with tenure.
2. The institution’s policies/procedures on post-tenure/review/evaluations.
3. All forms/instructions used in this evaluation process.
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4. Any other references to post-tenure/review/evaluation that is used by your 
institution’s administrators, deans, department chairs, and faculty.
These data are in Appendix A.
The first group of surveys was sent out in July o f 2002. Thirteen (13) surveys were 
returned from that batch. In order to increase the response rate, surveys were sent out 
again in September and October of 2002. Twenty six (26) additional surveys were 
returned and this increased the number of returned surveys to thirty-nine (39). In another 
attempt to increase response rates, the twenty-seven (27) possible respondents that had 
not previously answered the survey were contacted by telephone. These calls were made 
in November o f2002 by senior interviewing staff at the CCSR. At this time, if a 
respondent was reached, the interviewers attempted to complete the questionnaire over 
the telephone. Six (6) additional surveys were completed in this manner; bringing the 
total number of completed surveys to forty-five (45) or 69.29 percent.
The following shows the response rate from each of the targeted groups:
Position
Total Possible 
Resnonses Responses
Response
Percentage
Presidents 11 9 81.8
Chief Academic 
Officer 11 8 72.7
Chair of Academic 
Department 11 9 81.8
Chair of Faculty 
Senate 10 5 50.0
Faculty 22 14 63.4
Totals 65 45 69.2
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
38
The president of Tidewater Community College in Virginia returned the survey with a 
note explaining that the Virginia Community College System, of which Tidewater is a 
part of, has no tenure system. However, the responses were obtained from other 
respondents from Tidewater and their responses were included in the data.
Both the cover letter and the survey instrument made it clear that the survey was to 
assess post-tenure review policy, whether it was called post-tenure review or evaluation.
Analysis of Data
After the survey instrument was validated by the expert panel and approved by the 
UNLV Soeial Behavioral Sciences Institutional Review Board, the survey instrument was 
formatted for analyzing results that would employ Teleform Software. Teleform is a 
software package that provides the technology to develop scannable forms on “main 
paper”, where the coding protocol is incorporated directly into the programming of the 
instrument. Complete surveys were scanned into a Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS) file for analysis.
These data were analyzed using SPSS for Windows. Basic descriptive statistics and 
frequency tables were used. Cross tabs and chi-square were also run to determine 
statistical significance, but due to the small sample size these methods yielded no 
significant results. In order to report on the sub groups (faculty member, chair of the 
faculty senate, chair, academic department, chief academic officer, and president) split 
frequencies were used. These are used to show that differences do exist between the 
groups, without suggesting that the differences are statistically significant.
The results yielded the following:
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• By position the total possible responses, responses and the individual position 
response percentage.
• The responses to each statement as to agreement or disagreement for each 
position by percentage of the total participation.
• Comparison of the Nevada community colleges to the seven peer institutions of 
CCSN, in their responses to AAUP’s MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR GOOD 
PRACTICE IF A FORMAL SYSTEM OF POST-TENURE REVIEW IS 
ESTABLISHED and the participants general perceptions of post-tenure review.
Summary
This chapter described the methodologies that were employed in the study including 
the nature and intent o f the collection and analysis of data. All other key aspects of the 
study were also addressed in narrative form.
The following chapter will present the findings of the study. It displays in graphic 
form the patterns of responses from the participants and describes these results in a 
narrative form as well.
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CHAPTER 4
DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS
Findings of the Study
The purpose of this chapter is to report the results of the analysis o f the data regarding
the policies and procedures o f the four community colleges in Nevada and the seven peer
institutions o f the Community College of Southern Nevada. The findings report how
each community college’s post-tenure review policies measure up to the AAUP’s
MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR GOOD PRACTICE IF A FORMAL SYSTEM OF
POST-TENURE REVIEW IS ESTABLISHED, as viewed by the participants. The
findings also report how the representatives of the several college roles, administrators
and faculty, generally perceive post-tenure review.
This chapter is organized first by a review of the policies submitted by the eleven
community colleges. Second, a display of demographic and descriptive data as submitted
by the administrator and faculty participants. Third, a summary of the opinions of the
participants that allow comparisons and contrasts between the categories of
administrators and faculty relative to Post-Tenure Review. Finally, a cross tabulation of
Nevada community colleges and the peer institutions of CCSN.
As part of this research paper, I asked for the policy from each of the participants. All
eleven community colleges responded to the request for policy information. Of the
material presented, Broward Community College was the most comprehensive in terms
40
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of forms, instructions, and how it relates to the specific year under review. The 
participants from Nevada were:
Community College of Southern Nevada 
Truckee Meadows Community College 
Western Nevada Community College 
Great Basin College
North Las Vegas, Nevada 
Reno, Nevada 
Carson City, Nevada 
Elko, Nevada
and the peer institutions of the Community College of Southern Nevada:
Broward Community College Ft. Lauderdale, Florida
North Harris Montgomery Community College Houston, Texas
Pasadena College 
Portland Community College 
Salt Lake Community College 
Tarrant County Junior College 
Tide Water Community College 
The peer institutions for CCSN were identified by Larry L. Leslie in the publication. 
Committee to Studv the Funding of Higher Education (1999, p 85). Also, refer to Page 5 
for a discussion on the selection of the peers.
Pasadena, California 
Portland, Oregon 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Ft. Worth, Texas 
Norfolk, Virginia
Policy Review
A brief summary o f the content of each institution’s evaluation packet is presented here 
(see Appendix A for a full copy of each o f these packets):
Broward Communitv College
1) Provides a comprehensive self-evaluation form listing 26 issues that 
need evaluation.
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2) Provides a comprehensive “Professional Growth and Development” 
form that clearly relates to specific issues of the previous year only.
3) It provides for a supervisors evaluation form that relates to many of the 
same teaching issues found in the “self-evaluation form”.
4) A reasonably comprehensive application and guideline for staff 
development.
5) No reference found regarding summative and/or consequential action.
6) Provides for an annual evaluation.
North Harris Montgomerv Communitv College
1 ) Cites as the evaluation purpose is for both “Professional 
Development” and to be used for “Personnel Decisions”.
2) Faculty contracts for longer than one year should be reviewed once 
every two years.
3) The form used is short and configured to expedite data entry.
4) The forms do provide for a narrative input area and an area for faculty 
response and or input.
5) The focus of the faculty evaluation is on “Instruction, Curriculum 
Development, and Continuing Professional Development”.
6) The forms do indicate purpose of evaluations are for, “Professional 
Staff Development”, and among others, “Collect information to be 
used in employment/contract status decisions”.
7) There is an emphasis on “Review” and that issues identified or 
referred to be completed on a timely basis.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
43
8) In the North Harris Montgomery Community College District,
“Faculty Handbook (2001-2002, p. 11) is found a strong commitment 
to Faculty Development in terms of funding.
Pasadena Communitv College
1) In the labor contract, it is stated the primary critérium for evaluation is 
“performance in the classroom”. (Article 7.7.1 PAACD/CTA 
Contract).
2) Annual evaluations are required, however, additional evaluations can 
be made at the discretion of the Vice President for Instruction or 
Appropriate Dean (7.2.2.)
3) These forms provide for a simple “Faculty Self-Evaluation Reports”.
4) In the Faculty Summary Evaluation Report, it indicates, “An 
unsatisfactory evaluation may cause the denial o f a class change or 
service increment.” (CTA 30 9/91).
5) This evaluation process provides an instrument to record, “Judgments 
of the evaluator based on one or more of the following: classroom 
visitation, general observation, conference with the employee and any 
other situation pertinent to the evaluation of an academic employee.” 
(Faculty Preliminary Evaluation Report (CTA 29 -  10/92).
6) This process also provides a “Peer Review of Professional 
Performance”. (CTA 28 -  8/99). This document provides assessment 
of “Respect for uniqueness of individual student ethnicity, gender, age, 
language”.
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Portland Communitv College
1) Portland Community College does not have a formal tenure program. 
(See Jerry Donnelly Letter 2/22/02).
2) Full-time faculty/Academic Professional Assessment Procedure is 
found in Article 7, Faculty and Academic Assessment, in the Faculty 
and Academic Professional Agreement September 1, 2000 -  August
31, 2004. Among various issues which assessment should include are 
found in 7.311. These include adherence to college policies and 
procedures and responsibility for fostering safety, non-discrimination, 
cultural awareness, and diversity in both the work place and in the 
educational environment”.
3) For continuous appointment staff -  assessments are every three (3) 
years.
Salt Lake Citv Communitv College
1 ) The stated purpose of the evaluation process, “to assess performance 
levels and enhance quality instruction”. (Evaluation Process and 
Tenure Document).
2) Evaluations will be conducted annually.
3) A “classroom observation” form is part of this evaluation process. It 
provides five (5) areas to be covered in narrative form: Topic of 
Discussion or Nature of Activity; Delivery Style (e.g. 
lecture/discussion, demonstration, student activity; classroom climate 
(e.g. Instructor/Student interaction, responses, learning environment; 
knowledge of subject matter, comments and observations.
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Tarrant County College District
1 ) Evaluations occur every three (3) years.
2) Any “weaknesses identified will require a written plan designed to 
correct any deficiencies will be developed jointly by the faculty 
member and the evaluator”. (Alvarez memo -  February 2002, 
Appendix I).
3) Stated purpose of evaluation, “the purpose of the employee 
performance evaluation shall he to raise the quality of instruction and 
educational service to the citizens of the community, raise the 
standards of the college system as a whole, aid the employee to grow 
and improve, determine the employee’s future employment with the 
college system”. (Appendix I, Alvarez Memo -  February 26, 2002).
4) Provides “Instructional Visitation Appraisal” form, “Professional 
Responsibility Appraisal” form, and Instructor Self-Appraisal form.
Tidewater Communitv College
1) This process involves three (3) parts: Student, Division Chair, and the 
Faculty Self-Evaluation.
2) “The faculty evaluation by the Division Chair is designed to serve not 
only as an evaluation form, but as a developmental tool for the faculty 
member”. (Appendix A Tidewater Community College Full-Time 
Faculty Handbook).
3) Provides for an annual review.
4) Faculty Self-Evaluation form is retrospective with four (4) sections.
5) The process provides a “narrative” evaluation form for the Division
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6) Chairs, “Faculty Evaluation by Division Chair”.
Truckee Meadows Communitv College
1) The opening statement on the “Faculty Evaluation Criteria”, (Facultv 
Emplovment. 11-2-2001, p. 6), “As an instructor, you need to 
concentrate your efforts on class preparation, teaching, student 
evaluations, and submitting reports as required by your immediate 
supervisor, the Director of Admissions and Records, or other 
departments requiring student information”.
2) The “Faculty Evaluation Criteria” also includes the following,
“Prepare an annual plan; include measurable objectives with stated 
outcomes for discipline -  specific curricular or pedagogical 
development developed in consultation with the director/dean of the 
respective discipline.
3) On the “Faculty Evaluation Criteria”, there are listed 60 criteria that 
have mandatory or selective responses to be made (2001, p. 7).
4) Annual evaluations are required.
5) The Truckee Meadows Community College by-laws contain a 
provision for faculty receiving a negative evaluation review (Title J, 
Chapter 7, p. 11).
Western Nevada Communitv College
I ) Annual evaluations are required consisting of a supervisory evaluation 
and a self-evaluation.
2) According to a memo dated 2-26-2002, no written procedures are 
currently in place (Appendix H).
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3) In place is an “Annual Evaluation” form of a narrative type.
Great Basin College
1) Provides a “Faculty Evaluation Compilation” sheet. It has three (3) 
areas: student evaluation, self-evaluation, and administrative 
evaluation, each is valued at 33.3 percent.
2) In the self-evaluation component, there are instructions related to the 
“Description” area of the form. These instructions are as follows: 
“Each faculty member must submit a goals/objectives document. This 
document should include at least one goal from each of the following 
categories:
Instruction 
Management 
Personal Development 
Community Relations 
This process also mandates that “each goal should list one or more 
activities which identify how the goal can be accomplished. Also 
include a timeline for completion and a scale for measuring 
completion.”
3) There is an instructive page referred to as “What to Expect in 
Evaluation Interview.” On this page, it contains slogans such as: “The 
evaluation is a process and as such, it never ends.” Peter Drucker, 
renowned management thinker, says, “Outright, the performance 
development should emphasize building on strengths.”
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Communitv College of Southern Nevada
This policy requires periodic evaluations for faculty on an annual basis. For 
tenured teaching faculty the process is as follows:
4.5F (Professional Staff Handbook for CCSN) “A full evaluation (student 
evaluation, classroom observation, self evaluation, professional growth plan and 
peer evaluation) will he conducted once every three years. The short form 
evaluation will be used for the two interim years between evaluations.”
(Appendix A).
Evaluation forms are standard. They do leave the various areas requesting 
information open ended and are not all specific for the academic year heing 
evaluated. For example, “E. Additional training or development activities: 
seminars, workshops, conventions, conferences, classes, etc. (List).” This clearly 
leaves the opening for listing items in this area from previous years.
Again, the complete policies outlined above are all found in Appendix A. These 
policies have policy statement forms, legal mandates, and procedures for their respective 
evaluation procedures. A careful inspection of the policies reinforces the observations by 
Arreola that, “Less attention has been paid to the fundamental, practical, everyday issues 
and problems that face those responsible for actually operating a fully functioning faculty 
evaluation preplan.” (2000, p. xxv).
Positive commonalities were as follows:
1. Evaluations relates to the instructor’s development.
2. Evaluations includes good instructions.
3. Evaluations received instructor’s self-assessment.
4. Evaluations related to a recent time frame.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
4 9
5. Provide for annual evaluations.
6. Provides for classroom observation.
7. Provides for appropriate administrative reviews.
8. Identify what is being evaluated.
9. Provide for plan for development if such a plan is needed.
The second part of the descriptive data gleaned from responses to the survey 
instrument provided a basis to ascertain opinions from the participants as to how they 
perceived their respective post-tenure review process relative to being consistent with the 
AAUP’s MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR GOOD PRACTICE IF A FORMAL SYSTEM 
OF POST-TENURE REVIEW IS ESTABLISHED. Findings were revealed by responses 
to questions 1-15. Questions 16-27 were questions designed to solicit general perception 
on post-tenure review from the participants.
The response rates from the participant groups representing categories of
administrators and/or faculty were as follows:
Presidents 81.8%
Chief Academic Officers 72.7%
Chair o f Academic Office 81.8%
Chair Faculty Senate 50%
Faculty 63.4%
The response patterns are shown separately for each group and are presented in bar 
graph format. While the visual representation is made easy to view, it should be noted 
that the sample was small and though the bars may appear representing meaningful 
differences, it may in fact be less meaningful. Tables from which the bar graphs were 
created are in the appendices.
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Also, it should be noted that the absence of a bar means that the particular position did 
not agree to that particular statement. The responses to each statement were collapsed 
into simply either agree or disagree for convenience of making comparisons and to offset 
small numbers of responses at the extreme rating points in some cases.
Major Findings
1. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) protects academic freedom.
Faculty
Chair Faculty 
Senate
Chair
Chief Academic 
Officer
President
56
20 40 60 80 100
Chart: Percentage o f  each group that agreed with statement 1.
The survey shows that. . .
• Seventy-five percent o f all respondents that answered the survey agreed that post­
tenure review protects academic fi'eedom
• Seventy-nine percent of responding faculty agreed that post-tenure review 
(evaluation) protects academic freedom.
• Approximately two thirds (60 percent) o f responding chairs of faculty senates 
agreed with this statement.
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•  M o re  than  h a lf  (56  percen t) o f  re spond ing  d epartm en t chairs ag reed  w ith  th is 
statement.
• Seventy-five percent of responding chief academic officers agreed with this 
statement.
• Most (89 percent) of college presidents agreed with this statement.
• The Presidents and faculty somewhat congruent.
The overall results showed respondents felt their policies were consistent with the 
AAUP Minimum Standards for Post-Tenure Review.
2. The post-tenure review (evaluation) at your institution intrudes on the individual 
faculty members ’proper sphere o f professional self-direction.
Faculty
Chair Faculty 
Senate
Chair
Chief Academic 
Officer
President
11
11
10 15 20 25 30
Chart: Percentage o f  each group that agreed with statement 2.
The survey shows th a t. .
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• Only 15 percent of all respondents that answered the survey agreed that the post­
tenure review (evaluation) at their institutions intruded on the individual faculty 
members’ sphere o f proper self-direction.
• Twenty-eight percent of responding faculty agreed that post-tenure review 
(evaluation) intrudes on the individual faculty members’ proper sphere of 
professional self-direction.
• Twenty percent of responding chairs of faculty senates agreed with this statement.
• Only 11 percent of responding department chairs and college presidents agreed 
with this statement.
• None of the chief academic officers agreed with this statement.
The respondents provided a fairly consistent rejection that post-tenure reviews are 
intrusive. This is consistent with the AAUP minimum standards for Post-Tenure Review.
3. You consider post-tenure review (evaluation) an attempt to bring up negative 
evidence.
Faculty
Chair Faculty 
Senate
Chair
Chief Academic 
Officer
President
11
5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Chart: Percentage of each group that agreed with statement 3.
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The survey shows that. . .
•  When looking at all survey data, only 11 percent agreed that post-tenure review is 
an attempt to bring up negative evidence.
• Members of only 2 subgroups (faculty members, and chairs of faculty senates 
agreed with this statement.
• Twenty-nine percent o f responding faculty considered post-tenure review an 
attempt to bring up negative evidence.
• Only 11 percent of responding chairs of faculty senates agreed with this statement.
Respondents felt this statement was consistent with the AAUP Minimum Standards
for Post-Tenure Review.
4. You consider post-tenure review (evaluation) a re-evaluation or re-validation o f  your 
tenured status.
Faculty
Chair Faculty 
Senate
Chair
Chief Academic 
Officer
President
44
56
10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Chart: Percentage o f  each group that agreed with statement 4.
The survey shows th a t. .
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• Nearly half (48 percent) of respondents survey wide considers post-tenure review 
a re-evaluation of tenured status.
• Only 35 percent of responding faculty considered post-tenure review (evaluation) 
a re-evaluation or re-validation of your tenured status making it the group with the 
lowest percentage of members agreeing with the statement.
• Sixty percent of responding chairs o f faculty senates consider post-tenure review 
a re-evaluation or re-validation o f tenured status, making it the group with the 
highest incidence of agreement.
• Less than half (44 percent) of responding department chairs agreed with this 
statement.
• Half o f chief academic officers and 56 percent of college presidents also agreed 
with this statement.
Respondents felt this statement was not fully consistent with the AAUP Minimum 
Standards for Post-Tenure Review.
5. Post-tenure review (evaluation) shifts the burden o f prooffrom the administration to 
the individual faculty members to show cause why he or she should be retained.
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Faculty
Chair Faculty 
Senate
Chair
Chief Academic 
Officer
President
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Chart: Percentage o f each group that agreed with statement 5.
The survey shows th a t. . .
•  When looking at the data from all respondents that answered the survey, 38 
percent agreed that post-tenure review shifts the burden of proof from the 
administration to the faculty.
• College presidents (11 percent) and chief academic officers (13 percent) are the 
least likely to agree with the statement.
• Half o f responding faculty felt that post-tenure review shifts the burden o f proof 
from the administration to the faculty.
• Forty-percent of responding chairs o f faculty senates agreed with this statement.
• Two-thirds or 66 percent of responding department chairs agreed with this 
statement making it the highest incidence of agreement.
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Faculty and administration not congruent on this statement. From the faculty 
perspective, this issue is not consistent with the AAUP Standards nor AAUP Minimum 
Standards for Post-Tenure Review.
6. The written standards and criteria by which faculty members are evaluated are 
reviewed periodically by the faculty.
Faculty
Chair Faculty 
Senate
Chair
Chief Academic 
Officer
President
67
78
20 40 60 80 100
Chart: Percentage o f  each group that agreed with statement 6.
The survey shows that. . .
•  Survey wide, 71 percent of all respondents agreed that the written standards and 
criteria by which faculty members are evaluated are reviewed by the faculty.
• Most (79 percent) of responding faculty agreed that the written standards and 
criteria by which faculty members are evaluated are reviewed periodically by the 
faculty.
• Only 40 percent o f responding chairs of faculty senates agreed with this statement 
making this the group with the lowest level o f agreement.
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•  M o re  th an  h a lf  (67  percen t) o f  re spond ing  departm en t chairs ag reed  w ith  th is 
statement.
• Most (75 percent) of responding chief academic officers agreed with this 
statement.
• Nearly all college presidents (89 percent) agreed with this statement. 
Respondents felt this statement was generally consistent with the AAUP Minimum
Standards for Post-Tenure Review.
7. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) appraises faculty to determine if  they meet the 
current standards fo r granting tenure, which may have changed since the faculty 
members ’ initial granting o f tenure.
Faculty
Chair Faculty 
Senate
Chair
Chief Academic 
Officer
President
40
56
10 20 30 40 50 60
Chart: Percentage o f each group that agreed with statement 7.
The survey shows that. . .
•  One-third o f all respondents that answered the survey agreed that post-tenure
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review appraises faculty to determine if they meet the current standards for 
granting tenure.
• College presidents (56 percent) were more than twice as likely to agree with the 
statement than either faculty members or faculty senate chairs.
• Twenty-one percent of responding faculty agreed that post-tenure review 
appraises faculty to determine if they meet the current standards for granting 
tenure.
• Twenty percent of responding chairs of faculty senates agreed with this statement.
• Forty percent of responding department chairs agreed with this statement
• Only 25 percent o f responding chief academic officers agreed with this statement. 
The faculty perspective is consistent with the AAUP minimum standards while the
president’s perspective is not.
8. The criteria used to evaluate faculty was developed by the faculty.
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Chart: Percentage o f  each group that agreed with statement 8.
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The survey shows that. . .
•  Survey wide, a large percentage (76 percent) of respondents agreed that the 
criteria used to evaluate the faculty were developed by faculty.
• Although more than half (57 percent) of responding faculty agreed with the 
statement, it is the group with the lowest incidence of agreement.
• Approximately two thirds (60 percent) of responding chairs of faculty senates 
agreed with this statement.
• Seventy-seven percent of responding department chairs agreed with this 
statement.
• All ( 100 percent) of responding chief academic officers also agreed that the 
criteria used to evaluate faculty was developed by the faculty.
• Most (89 percent) of college presidents agreed with this statement.
The faculty perspective is not convincingly consistent with the AAUP Minimum 
Standards for Post-Tenure Review.
9. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) provides tangible rewards fo r those faculty 
members who have demonstrated high or improved performance.
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Chart: Percentage o f  each group that agreed with statement 9.
The survey shows th a t. . .
• Fifty-eight percent o f all respondents that answered the survey agreed that their 
post-tenure review provides tangible rewards for those faculty members who have 
demonstrated high or improved performance.
• Half o f responding faculty agreed that their post-tenure review provides tangible 
rewards for those faculty members who have demonstrated high or improved 
performance.
• The group with the lowest incidence of agreement was chairs of faculty senates, 
where 40 percent of those responding agreed with this statement.
• Sixty-seven percent of responding department chairs agreed with this statement.
• Seventy-five percent of responding chief academic officers agreed with this 
statement making it the group with the highest incidence of agreement.
• About half (56 percent) of college presidents agreed with this statement.
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Faculty and presidents are not convincingly consistent with the AAUP Minimum 
Standards for Post-Tenure Review.
10. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) program acknowledges different expectations in 
different disciplines.
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Chart: Percentage o f each group that agreed with statement 10.
The survey shows th a t. . .
• More than half of all respondents that completed a survey agreed that their post­
tenure review (evaluation) program acknowledges different expectations in 
different disciplines.
• More than half (57 percent) of responding faculty agreed with this statement.
• Approximately two fifths (40 percent) of responding chairs of faculty senates 
agreed with this statement.
• Sixty-seven percent of responding department chairs agreed with this statement.
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• Seventy-five percent of responding chief academic officers agreed with this 
statement, making it the group with the highest percentage of agreement.
• The lowest percentage of agreement (33 percent) was from the group of college 
presidents.
President’s perception not consistent with the AAUP Minimum Standards for Post- 
Tenure Review.
11. Your post-tenure reviews (evaluations) are kept confidential.
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Chart: Percentage o f  each group that agreed with statement 11.
The survey shows th a t. . .
• Survey wide, nearly all respondents (87%) agreed that their post-tenure reviews 
are kept confidential.
• Seventy-one percent o f responding faculty agreed that post-tenure reviews 
(evaluations) are kept confidential.
• Eighty percent of responding chairs of faculty senates agreed with this statement.
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• Likewise, a majority (88 percent) o f responding department chairs agreed with 
this statement.
• All o f responding chief academic officers and college presidents agreed that Post- 
Tenure Reviews are kept confidential.
The respondents felt this statement was overall, fairly consistent with the AAUP 
Minimum Standards for Post-Tenure Review.
12. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) can result in a mandated professional formal 
development program.
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Chart: Percentage o f  each group that agreed with statement 12.
The survey shows th a t. . .
* Sixty-eight percent o f all survey respondents agreed that post tenure review can 
result in a mandated professional formal development program.
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• The lowest percentage of agreement came from faculty where only 36 percent of 
responding faculty agreed that post-tenure review could result in a mandated 
professional formal development program.
• Most (80 percent) of responding chairs of faculty senates and department chairs 
(78 percent) agreed with this statement.
• Sixty-three percent of responding chief academic officers agreed with this 
statement.
• The highest incidence of agreement was among college presidents where 89 
percent agreed that post tenure review (evaluation) can result in a mandated 
professional formal development program.
The faculty perspective is consistent with the AAUP Minimum Standards for Post- 
Tenure Review while the president and the other respondents are not.
13. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) provides an unfettered right to appeal the 
evaluation.
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Chart: Percentage o f  each group that agreed with statement 13.
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The survey shows that. ..
•  Seventy-six percent of all survey respondents agreed that post-tenure review 
provides an unfettered right to appeal the evaluation.
• There are nearly thirty-percentage point difference between faculty (57 percent), 
and chairs of faculty senates (60 percent) and the other groups.
• The percentage of agreement in the other three groups was very similar: 89 percent 
of department chairs, 88 percent of chief academic officers, and 89 percent of 
college presidents agreed that post-tenure review (evaluation) provides an 
unfettered right to appeal the evaluation.
Overall the respondents were generally consistent with the AAUP Minimum Standards 
for Post-Tenure Review.
14. In the event o f  recurring problems with a faculty members’ performance, there is in 
place other possibilities that would be mutually agreed to, such as reassignment.
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Chart: Percentage o f each group that agreed with statement 14.
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The survey shows that. . .
• Survey wide, more than half (57 percent) of respondents agreed that in the event 
of recurring problems with a faculty member’s performance, there are in place 
other possibilities that would be mutually agreed to, such as reassignment.
• Faculty (43 percent) and chairs o f faculty senates (20 percent) are the least likely 
to agree with the statement.
• Seventy-eight of responding department chairs agreed with this statement.
• More than half (63 percent) of responding chief academic officers and college 
presidents (56 percent) agreed with the same.
Administrative respondents were less consistent with the AAUP Minimum Standards 
for Post-Tenure Review.
15. The administration retains the burden o f proof that will be demonstrated through an 
adversarial proceeding.
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Chart: Percentage o f each group that agreed with statement 15.
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The survey shows that. . .
• Seventy-seven percent of respondents survey wide agreed that the administration 
retains the burden of proof that will be demonstrated through an adversarial 
proceeding.
• More than half (64 percent) of responding faculty and 67 percent of responding 
department chairs agreed with this statement.
• Only 40 percent of responding chairs of faculty senates agreed with this 
statement, making it the group with the lowest incidence of agreement.
• Most of responding chief academic officers (75 percent) and college presidents 
(78 percent) agreed with this statement also.
Generally, the respondent’s perceptions are consistent with the AAUP Minimum 
Standards for Post-Tenure Review.
16. There should be post-tenure evaluation to assess the level ofperformance and faculty 
development needs.
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Chart: Percentage o f each group that agreed with statement 16.
The survey shows that. . .
• Most (86 percent) of responding faculty agreed that there should be post-tenure 
review to assess the level of performance and faculty development needs.
• All (100 percent) of the other groups agreed with this statement.
The respondents showed strong support for post-tenure review and is consistent with 
the AAUP Minimum Standards for Post-Tenure Review.
17. Tenured faculty should welcome assessment o f  their overall performance.
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Chart: Percentage o f each group that agreed with statement 17.
The survey shows th a t. . .
• In all groups nearly all faculty agreed that tenured faculty should welcome 
assessment of their overall performance.
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• In the groups with less than 100 percent agreement 93 percent of responding 
faculty agreed and 89 percent of responding department chairs agreed with the 
statement.
Respondents showed general acceptance for assessment of performance.
18. There should be a faculty development program o f the post-tenure review 
(evaluation).
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Chart: Percentage o f  each group that agreed with statement 18.
The survey shows th a t. . .
•  Ninety-three percent of all respondents that answered the survey agreed that there 
should be a faculty development program of the post-tenure review (evaluation).
• Among those groups that did not have 100 percent agreement, 79 percent) of 
responding faculty and 89 percent of responding department chairs agreed with 
the statement.
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The respondents showed strong support for the development programs, which is 
consistent with the AAUP Minimum Standards for Post-Tenure Review.
19. Only qualified instructional administrators should evaluate tenured faculty.
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Chart: Percentage o f each group that agreed with statement 19.
The survey shows th a t. ..
•  Survey wide 49 percent of respondents agreed that only qualified instructional 
administrators should evaluate tenured faculty.
•  It is interesting that the responses of faculty (36 percent) and college presidents 
(33 percent) were very similar.
• Sixty percent of responding chairs of faculty senates agreed with this statement, 
while 63 percent of responding chief academic officers agreed with the same.
• Slightly more than half (56 percent) of responding department chairs also agreed 
with this statement.
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The faculty and presidents are together, while chief academic officer, department 
chairs, and faculty senate chair were closer in their perceptions.
20. Only tenured faculty colleagues should evaluate tenured faculty.
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Chart: Percentage o f  each group that agreed with statement 20.
The survey shows that. ..
• When looking the answers from all respondents, forty-four percent of respondents 
agreed that only tenured faculty colleagues should evaluate tenured faculty.
• Over half (57 percent) o f responding faculty, responding chairs of faculty senates 
(60 percent) and department chairs (56 percent) agreed with this statement.
• Chief academic officers (13 percent) and college presidents (33 percent) were far 
less likely to agree with the statement.
Faculty respondents tended to agree with this statement.
21. There should be multiple sources o f  input into post-tenure evaluations, i.e., 
administrators, students, and peers.
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Chart: Percentage o f  each group that agreed with statement 21.
The survey shows that. . .
• With the exception o f faculty (79 percent) all respondents in all groups agree that 
there should be multiple sources of input into post-tenure evaluations, i.e., 
administrators, students, and peers.
22. The criteria used to evaluate tenured faculty should differ from criteria used with 
non-tenured faculty.
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Chart: Percentage o f  each group that agreed with statement 22.
The survey shows that . . .
• Survey wide 44 percent of respondents agreed that the criteria used to evaluate 
tenured faculty should differ from criteria used with non-tenured faculty.
• College presidents (67 percent) are far more likely to agree with this statement 
than the other groups.
• Thirty-five percent of responding faculty agreed that the criteria used to evaluate 
tenured faculty should differ from criteria used with non-tenured faculty.
• Only 20 percent o f responding chairs o f faculty senates agreed with this 
statement, making it the group with the lowest percentage of agreement.
•  Forty-four percent o f responding department chairs agreed with this statement, 
while 38 percent of chief academic officers agreed with the same.
There seems to be reasonable support for using the same criteria for evaluations for 
tenured and non-tenured faculty.
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23. Post-Tenure Review increases the likelihood o f faculty growth and vitality.
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Chart: Percentage o f  each group that agreed with statement 23.
The survey shows th a t. . .
• Survey wide, there is a very high percentage (78 percent) of respondents that 
agreed that post-tenure review increases the likelihood of faculty growth and 
vitality.
• The group with the lowest incidence of agreement was college presidents (67 
percent).
• The group with the highest incidence of agreement was department chairs (89 
percent).
• In all other groups at least 75 percent of the members agreed that post-tenure 
review increases the likelihood of faculty growth and vitality.
Overall, strong feelings about the positive outcomes of post-tenure review.
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24. Post-Tenure Review leads to the weeding out o f  incompetent faculty.
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Chart: Percentage o f each group that agreed with statement 24.
The survey shows that. . .
•  Only 20 percent of respondents agreed that post-tenure review leads to the 
weeding out of incompetent faculty.
• Only 14 percent of responding faculty agreed that post-tenure review leads to the 
weeding out of incompetent faculty.
• Twenty percent of responding chairs of faculty senates agreed with this statement, 
while 44 percent of department chairs agreed with the same.
• None of the responding Chief Academic Officers agreed with this statement.
Overall, respondents tended not to agree with this statement.
25. Post-tenure review should lead to the weeding out o f  incompetent faculty.
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The survey shows that. . .
• Eighty-four percent of all respondents agreed that post-tenure review should lead 
to the weeding out of incompetent faculty.
• In two groups, college presidents and chairs of faculty senates, 100 percent or 
respondents agreed with this statement.
• Most faculty (92%) also agreed with the statement.
• Among chief academic officers, 62 percent agreed with the statement.
• Department chairs (44 percent) are the least likely to agree that post-tenure review 
should lead to the weeding out of incompetent faculty.
Strong overall feelings for agreement with this statement.
26. Growth contracts (such as individual work plans) mutually agreed to should be the 
primary basis fo r evaluation o f tenured faculty.
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The survey shows that. . .
•  Seventy-seven percent of all respondents agreed that growth contracts (such as 
individual work plans) mutually agreed to should be the primary basis for 
evaluation o f tenured faculty.
• More than half (64 percent) o f responding faculty agreed with the statement.
• Forty percent of responding chairs of faculty senates agreed with this statement, 
making it the group with the lowest percentage of agreement.
• There was a high percentage of agreement in the other groups with 78 percent of 
department chairs, 88 percent of chief academic officers and 89 percent of college 
presidents agreed with this statement.
Administration feels strong about putting developmental plans in a written agreement.
27. By the year 2010, traditional tenure will no longer need to exist in the majority of  
community colleges in the U.S./Canada.
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The survey shows that. . .
• When looking at the data survey wide, only about a third agreed that by the year 
2010, traditional tenure would no longer need to exist in the majority of 
community colleges in the U.S./Canada.
• About 43 percent of responding faculty agreed with this statement
• Only 33 percent of responding department chairs and 38 percent of chief 
academic officers agreed with this statement.
The respondents generally show strong support for the continuation of tenure.
Summary
The following summary will review survey statements that show a meaningful 
difference between the administrative perspective and the faculty perspective and in some 
cases where there is a general agreement by all participants. Next, there will be a cross-
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tabulation of all statements contrasting the Nevada community colleges and the seven 
peer institutions of CCSN.
A number of statements revealed on occasion where administrative perceptions were 
consistent or markedly different from faculty. Those noted were as follows:
Statement 2 Dealing with intrusion on the individual faculty member.
•  Revealed that both faculty and chairs of faculty senate had 
feelings of intrusion.
• The department chairs, presidents and chief faculty officers did 
not agree at the same levels.
Statement 3 Relates to the post-tenure review as an instrument to bring up
negative evidences.
• Here only faculty and the department chairs had agreement to 
this statement.
• Chair of faculty senate, chief academic officer and presidents 
responded markedly difference. This result could indicate that 
the groups that did not agree to this statement perceives post­
tenure review as a development tool.
Statement 5 Deals with the shift in burden as to the retention of tenured faculty.
• Administrative positions are opposite o f faculty and faculty 
leadership. This result is based on the position in the 
institution one occupies.
• This is one area that all participants need to resolve this clear 
dichotomy.
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Statement 6 Addresses the involvement of faculty in reviewing written 
standards and criteria that are used in the post-tenure review 
process.
•  Here there is general agreement by all participants except the 
chair of faculty senates, they apparently do not feel as strong as 
the other groups.
Statement 13 Addresses the appeal rights involving post-tenure review 
evaluations.
• Administration is fairly strong in their perceptions that their 
policies permit appeals.
• Faculty and faculty chairs have less confidence in the appeal 
rights.
Statement 14 Is concerned with the use of reassignments with certain faculty.
• While administration is in general support of this strategy, the 
department chair were high in their response.
• Possibly indicating those close to the situation, 
administratively, favor this option.
Statement 16 Shows that there is strong support post-tenure to indicate 
performance levels and faculty development needs, by all 
positions.
Statement 18 Again addressing the desire that a developmental program should 
be part of post-tenure review was supported strongly by all groups.
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Statement 19 Only qualified instructional administrators should evaluate tenured 
faculty.
• Faculty and administration apparently share a concern of 
administrators evaluating tenured instructors, even when they 
are qualified to do so.
Statement 20 Only tenured faculty colleagues should evaluate tenured faculty.
• Not a strong assertion that only tenured faculty can perform 
post-tenure review.
• Perhaps non-tenured peers and in appropriate cases, 
administrators might be able to perform the evaluation.
Statement 21 There should be multiple sources of input into post-tenure 
evaluations, i.e., administrators, students, and peers.
• Strong support of multiple sources of input for post-tenure 
evaluations.
Statement 22 The criteria used to evaluate tenured faculty should differ from 
criteria used with non-tenured faculty.
• General consensus is that the criteria used to evaluate tenured 
instructor be used for non-tenured instructors.
• Only the administration shows a tendency to support different 
criteria.
Statement 23 Post-tenure review increases the likelihood of faculty growth and 
vitality.
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• 78 percent of all respondents feel optimistic about the general
outcomes generated from post-tenure reviews.
Statement 24 Post-tenure review leads to the weeding out of incompetent 
faculty.
•  A strong perception that one of the more cited reasons to 
justify post-tenure review doesn’t occur.
Statement 25 Post-tenure review should lead to the weeding out of incompetent 
faculty.
• Although a strong overall feeling that post-tenure review 
should result in the weeding out o f incompetent faculty, a prior 
perception (S-24) reflects generally this is not what occurs.
Statement 26 Growth contracts (such as individual work plans) mutually agreed 
to should be the primary basis for evaluation of tenured faculty.
• A reasonable endorsement of developmental (formative) plans 
taken to a contractual level.
Statement 27 By the year 2010, traditional tenure will no longer need to exist in 
the majority o f community colleges in the U.S./Canada.
•  A strong perception that tenure will continue well into the 
future.
Cross-Tabulation Analysis 
Because of the small sample, it was decided not to utilize the Chi-Square tests. The 
cross tabulation here contrasts the Nevada Community Colleges collectively with the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
83
seven peer institutions (other states) of the Community College of Southern Nevada. The 
reponses to the first fifteen (15) statements was to ascertain fi-om the target groups how 
they perceived their respective post-tenure review process as being consistent with the 
AAUP’S MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR GOOD PRACTICE IF A FORMAL 
SYSTEM OF POST-TENURE REVIEW IS ESTABLISHED. Statements sixteen ( 16) 
through twenty-seven (27) were designed to solicit the respondent’s general perceptions 
on post-tenure review. The results of this cross-tabulation are in Appendix F.
Statement 1 Your post-tenure review (evaluation) protects academic freedom.
• The peer institution respondents collectively, 82.6 percent 
agreed with this statement.
• The community colleges of Nevada respondents were not as 
strong in their support of this statement -  66.7 percent.
• The peer institutions are more consistent with AAUP 
standards.
Statement 2 The post-tenure review (evaluation) at your institution intrudes on
the individual faculty member’s sphere of proper self-direction.
• Both the Nevada community college respondents and CCSN’s 
peer institution respondents disagreed with this statement -  
81.9 percent and 87 percent respectively.
• These responses are consistent with AAUP standards.
Statement 3 You consider post-tenure review (evaluation) an attempt to bring
up negative evidence.
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• 90.9 percent of the Nevada community colleges disagree with 
this statement.
• 86.9 percent of the CCSN’s peer institutions disagree with this 
statement.
• Their responses are consistent with AAUP standards.
Statement 4 You consider post-tenure review (evaluation) at your institution a
réévaluation or revalidation of tenured status.
• Nevada community college respondents were not consistent 
with the AAUP standards, 61.9 percent agreed to this statement 
while the peer institution respondents had a 34.8 percent 
agreement.
• The peer institutions were more consistent with AAUP 
standards.
Statement 5 Post-tenure review shifts the burden of proof from the
administration to the individual faculty members to show cause
why he or she should be retained.
• Nevada community college respondents felt more in 
agreement, 45.5 percent than the peer institution respondent’s
30.4 percent.
•  T he p ee r institu tions a re  m ore consisten t w ith  th e  A A U P  
standards.
Statement 6 The written statement and criteria by which faculty members are
evaluated are reviewed periodically by the faculty.
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• The Nevada community college respondents agreed to this 
statement -  63.6 percent.
•  The peer institutions were more consistent with the AAUP 
standards. 78.3 percent agreed with this statement.
Statement 7 Your post-tenure review (evaluation) appraises faculty to
determine if they meet the current standards for granting tenure, 
which may have changed since the faculty members initial 
granting of tenure.
• 45.5 percent of the Nevada community college respondents 
agreed with this statement.
• 78.3 percent of the peer institution respondents disagreed.
• A disagreement is more consistent with the AAUP standards.
Statement 8 The criteria used to evaluate the faculty was developed by the
faculty.
• Both the Nevada community college respondents and the peer 
institutions were consistent with the AAUP standards -  72.8 
percent and 78.3 percent respectively agreed with this 
statement.
Statement 9 Your post-tenure review (evaluation) provides tangible recognition 
for those faculty members who have demonstrated high or 
improved performance.
•  50 percent of the Nevada community college respondents 
disagree with this statement.
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• 65 percent of the peer institution respondents agree with this 
statement. Thus, more consistent with the AAUP minimum 
standards.
Statement 10 Your post-tenure review (evaluation) program acknowledges
different expectations in different disciplines.
• 57.1 percent of the Nevada community college respondents 
disagreed with this statement.
• 69.5 percent of the peer institution respondents agreed with this 
statement. This group was more consistent with the AAUP 
standards.
Statement 11 Your post-tenure reviews (evaluations) are kept confidential.
• Nevada community college respondents show 81.9 percent in 
agreement with this statement.
• 91.3 percent of the peer institution respondents are in 
agreement with this statement.
• Both target groups are consistent with the AAUP standards.
Statement 12 Your post-tenure reviews can result in a mandated professional
formal development program.
• 61.9 percent of the Nevada community colleges agreed with 
th is  statem ent.
• 72.8 percent of the peer institutions agreed with this statement.
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• AAUP is not in favor of mandated developmental programs. 
They recommend a collaboration between the faculty member 
and administration.
Statement 13 Your post-tenure review (evaluation) provides an unfettered right 
to review the evaluation.
• 68.2 percent of the Nevada community college respondents 
agreed with this statement.
• 82.6 percent of the peer institution respondents agreed with this 
statement, showing a stronger consistency with the AAUP 
standards.
Statement 14 In the event of recurring problems with a faculty member’s
performance, there is in place other possibilities that would be 
mutually agreed to, such as reassignment.
• 50 percent of the Nevada community college respondents 
agreed with this statement.
• 63.6 percent of the peer institution respondents agreed with this 
statement.
Statement 15 The administration retains the burden of proof that will be 
demonstrated through an adversarial proceeding.
•  Only 65 percent of the Nevada community college respondents 
agree with this statement.
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• 89.4 percent of the peer institution respondents agree with this
important statement, thus more consistent with the AAUP 
standards.
Statement 16 There should be post-tenure evaluation to assess the level of 
performance and faculty development.
• 95.5 percent of the Nevada community college respondents 
agree with this statement.
• 95.7 percent of the peer institution respondents agree with this 
statement.
Statement 17 Tenured faculty should welcome assessment of their overall 
performance.
• 95.5 percent of the Nevada community college respondents
agree with this statement.
• 95.7 percent of the peer institution respondents agree with this
statement.
Statement 18 There should be a faculty development program of the Post-Tenure 
Review (evaluation).
• 95.5 percent of the Nevada community college respondents
agree with this statement.
•  90.9 percent o f the peer institution respondents agree with this 
statement.
Statement 19 Only qualified instructional administrators should evaluate tenured 
faculty.
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• 50 percent of Nevada’s community college respondents agree 
with this statement.
• Only 47.6 percent of the peer institution respondents agree with 
this statement.
Statement 20 Only tenured faculty colleagues should evaluate tenured faculty.
• 50 percent of Nevada’s community college respondents agree 
with this statement.
• Only 39.1 percent of the peer institutions agree with this 
statement.
Statement 21 There should be multiple sources of input into post-tenure
evaluations, i.e., administrators, students, and peers.
• 90.9 percent of Nevada’s community college respondents agree 
with this statement.
• 95.6 percent of the peer institution respondents agree with this 
statement.
Statement 22 The criteria used to evaluate tenured faculty should differ from the
criteria used for non-tenured faculty.
• 47.7 percent of Nevada’s community college respondents 
agreed with this statement.
•  O nly  4 0 .9  p ercen t o f  the  p ee r in stitu tion  re sp o n d en ts  agreed  
with this statement.
Statement 23 Post-tenure evaluation increases the likelihood of faculty growth
and vitality.
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• 68.2 percent of Nevada community college respondents agree 
with this statement.
• 87 percent of the peer institution respondents agree with this
statement.
Statement 24 Post-tenure evaluation leads to the weeding out of incompetent
faculty.
•  Only 22.7 percent of the Nevada community college 
respondents agree with this statement.
• 18.2 percent of the peer institution respondents agree with this 
statement while 81.8 percent disagree.
Statement 25 Post-tenure evaluation should lead to the weeding out of
incompetent faculty.
• 90.5 percent of the Nevada community college respondents 
agree with this statement.
•  Only 77.2 percent of the peer institution respondents agree with 
this statement.
Statement 26 Growth contracts (such as individual work plans) mutually agreed
to should be the primary basis for evaluation of tenured faculty.
• Strong support for this statement by the Nevada community 
college respondents -  90.5 percent.
•  63.7 percent of the peer institution respondents agree with this
statement.
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Statement 27 By the year 2010, traditional tenure will no longer need to exist in 
the majority of community colleges in U.S./Canada.
• 77.3 percent o f the Nevada community college respondents 
disagree with this statement.
• 66.7 percent of the peer institution respondents disagree with 
this statement.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
An important purpose of this study was to gather data from the administrators 
(president, chief academic officers, and department chairs) and faculty (chair o f faculty 
senates and two faculty members from each institution) at the four community colleges in 
Nevada and from the seven peer institutions of the Community College of Southern 
Nevada, in order to determine categorical opinions as to whether post-tenure review 
policies and procedures were eonsistent with the AAUP’s MINIMUM STANDARDS 
FOR GOOD PRACTICE IF A FORMAL SYSTEM OF POST-TENURE REVIEW IS 
ESTABLISHED. It was also the purpose to assess how these same target groups 
perceived post-tenure review in general. Policies from each institution regarding their 
respective post-tenure review policies and procedures were reviewed to identify common 
positive attributes from their programs. From this data, a general policy on post-tenure 
review was constructed and will be made available for consideration by the Community 
College o f Southern Nevada.
This chapter presents a brief overview of the findings, a general model for a post­
tenure review program for the Community College of Southern Nevada for their 
consideration, and recommendations for further study.
92
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Summary of Findings
The findings of this research showed a general consistency with the AAUP’s 
standards as perceived by the target participants collectively. However, there were areas 
that need review by the target participant’s institutions if indeed they desire to become 
consistent with the AAUP standards as follows:
1. Be certain the post-tenure review policy is not perceived or in fact as instrument 
that is used to reevaluate or revalidate a tenured professors tenure status.
2. It must be well communicated to those who participate in the post-tenure review 
process that the burden of proof does not shift fi-om administration to the 
individual tenured faculty member to show cause why he or she should not be 
retained.
3. A much improved effort by the institutions should be undertaken to fairly and 
equitably reward those tenured instructors that have demonstrated high or 
improved performance.
4. There must be a better effort to communicate existing programs or development 
of new programs that clearly provide for developmental programs that are 
mutually agreed to by the tenured instructor and administration.
5. Institutions should identify reassignment options for those tenured instructors that 
do not respond to developmental programs before implementing summative 
personnel actions that could lead to the termination of a tenured instructor.
The findings for the second research question were that there was general acceptance 
of post-tenure review as long as it was formative and not summative in character.
The implication o f these findings is that if these target institutions have modeled 
their post-tenure review programs after the AAUP guidelines, they should conduct a
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current analysis of their respective programs to identify specific areas that require change 
or additions in order to become more consistent with the AAUP standards. Also, they 
should review their programs and shape them to closer reflect a formative process rather 
than one that is summative or one that appears to be formative and is actually a 
summative program.
The first fifteen (15) statements on the survey instrument utilized in the study relate to 
whether the institution’s post-tenure review policies are perceived to be consistent with 
the AAUP’s minimum standards. It was found that five (5) were not consistent with 
AAUP minimum standards.
A review of those five (5) statements is as follows:
Statement 4 You consider post-tenure review (evaluation) a re-evaluation or re­
validation of your tenured status.
• Almost half o f the respondents agreed with this statement.
• AAUP is unambiguous on this point, “Post-tenure review must 
not be a réévaluation or revalidation of tenured status.”
(AAUP, 2000).
Statement 5 Post-tenure review (evaluation) shifts the burden of proof fi’om the 
administration to the individual faculty members to show cause 
why he or she should be retained.
• The data shows the faculty side of the institutions generally 
feeling that there is a shift in the burden o f proof. On the other 
hand, administrators do not feel the burden has shifted.
• AAUP minimum standards are clear, “In no case should post­
tenure review be used to shift the burden of proof ft-om the
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institution’s administration to the individual faculty member 
(to show cause why he or she should be retained).” (2001).
• A program that is clearly formative both in theory and practice 
will move these perceptions toward the AAUP standard.
Statement 9 Your post-tenure review (evaluation) provides tangible rewards 
for those faculty members who have demonstrated high or 
improved performance.
• 50 percent of the faculty agrees with this statement.
•  AAUP asserts, regarding the institution, “It should also offer 
tangible recognition to those faculty members who have 
demonstrated high or improved performance.” (2001).
Statement 12 Your post-tenure review (evaluation can result in a mandated 
professional formal development program.
• Generally administrators felt they could mandate a program of 
development. Faculty (36 percent) felt there could be a 
mandated program.
• AAUP asserts, “If the system of post-tenure review is 
supplemented, or supplanted, by the option of a formal 
developmental plan, that plan cannot be imposed on the faculty 
member unilaterally, but must be a product of mutual 
negotiation.” (2001).
Statement 14 In the event o f recurring problems with a faculty member’s
performance, there is in place other possibilities that would be 
mutually agreed to, such as reassignments.
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• Faculty (43 percent) supported this statement.
• AAUP offers that if there are indeed, “continuing and 
persistent problems with a faculty member’s performance”, 
then after “several efforts”, there should be “other possibilities, 
such as a mutually agreeable reassignment to other duties or 
separation.” (2001).
From the cross-tabulation analysis, contrasting Nevada community colleges and the 
seven peer institutions of CCSN, the following statements represent meaningful 
differences. (Appendix F).
Statement 4 You consider post-tenure review (evaluation) at your institution a 
réévaluation or revalidation of tenured status.
• The Nevada community colleges respondents agreed to this 
statement -  61.9 percent.
• AAUP Minimum Standards are clear, “Post-tenure review must 
not be a réévaluation or revalidation of tenured status.”
(AAUP 2001).
•  The peer institutions had only 35 percent agree with this 
statement.
Processes must be reviewed in order to minimize the perception real or imagined by 
the Nevada respondents.
Statement 5 Post-tenure review shifts the burden o f proof fi-om administration 
to the individual faculty members to show cause why he or she 
should be retained.
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• The Nevada respondents are almost split on this statement -
54.5 percent disagree while 45.5 percent agree.
• AAUP in their minimum standards state, “In no case should 
post-tenure review be used to shift the burden of proof ft-om the 
institution’s administration.” (AAUP 2001).
• The peer institutions had only 30 percent agree with this 
statement.
• A stronger effort must be made to further reduce the feeling 
that there is a shift in the burden of proof.
Statement 7 Your post-tenure review (evaluation) appraises faculty to
determine if they meet the current standards for granting tenure,
which may have changed since the faculty member’s tenure
• The Nevada community college respondents were almost split 
on this statement. 54.5 percent disagreed, but 45.5 percent 
agreed.
• AAUP Minimum Standards state, “The basic standard for 
appraisal should be whether the faculty member under review 
discharges conscientiously and with professional competence 
the duties appropriately associated with his or her position, not 
whether the faculty member meets the current standards for the 
award of tenure as those might have changed since the initial 
granting of tenure.” (AAUP 2001).
• 78 percent of the peer institutions disagreed with this 
statement.
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• Again, this perception and/or reality must be changed to be 
more consistent with the AAUP Standards.
Statement 15 The administration retains the burden of proof that will be
demonstrated through an adversarial proceeding only 65 percent of 
the Nevada respondents whereas the peer institutions had 89.4 
percent agree with this statement.
• AAUP in their minimum standards writes, “In no case should 
post-tenure review be used to shift the burden of proof.”
(AAUP 2001). To improve consistency with the AAUP 
minimum standard policy must clearly articulate that the 
burden would remain with administration.
Statement 16 There should be post-tenure evaluation to assess the level of 
performance and faculty development.
• Both Nevada community college respondents and the peer 
institutions seem to support the concept of post-tenure review.
• They both agree, 95.5 percent for Nevada respondents and 95.7 
percent for the peer institutions.
Statement 18 There should be a faculty development program of the post-tenure 
review (evaluation).
• The Nevada community college respondents (95.5 percent) and 
the peer respondents strongly endorse faculty development in 
conjunction with post-tenure reviews.
Statement 24 Post-tenure evaluation leads to the weeding out of incompetent 
faculty.
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• Neither of the respondent groups feels the actual results of 
Post-Tenure Review weed out incompetent faculty.
• 77.3 percent of the Nevada community college respondents 
disagree and 81.8 percent of the peers disagree.
Statement 25 Post-tenure evaluation should lead to the weeding out of
incompetent faculty. The Nevada community college respondents 
feel stronger than the peer group. 90.5 percent of the Nevada 
respondents feel post-tenure review should weed out incompetent 
faculty while 77.2 percent of the peers agreed with this statement. 
The remaining statements on the survey instrument (16-27) show generally, support 
for post-tenure review. However, this support relates to formative support, that is 
professional staff development and growth plans.
Recommendations for UCCSN Consideration 
For current programs in Nevada’s community colleges, the following 
recommendations are offered if such an institution desires to be consistent with the 
AAUP guidelines for post-tenure review.
Recommendation 1 Each institution should review its current policy. The
policy should, if it doesn’t now, be consistent with and each 
point listed in the AAUP’s Minimum Standards (AAUP, 
2001, p. 55). If we must have a program evaluating tenured 
faculty then it should comport with the thoughtful and well- 
articulated minimum guidelines offered by AAUP.
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Recommendation 2 Nevada community colleges should clearly and
unambiguously communicate to their tenured faculty that 
post-tenure review is not a réévaluation or revalidation of 
their tenure. Once the rigorous process in gaining tenure 
has been achieved, the post-tenure review will be for 
developmental and growth objectives only.
Recommendation 3 Work with the presidents and the University and
Community College System of Nevada’s leadership to seek 
through the Board of Regents the striking from the Board 
of Regents Handbook, Title 2, Chapter 5 (5.12.2 (a) (b), 
“Failure of a tenured faculty member to maintain at least a 
satisfactory rating in two consecutive armual performance 
evaluations, as provided in this section, shall be cause for 
termination o f employment.” In any area that relates to 
post-tenure review (evaluations) the emphasis should be as 
found in the Communitv College of Southern Nevada Bv- 
laws. Title 5, Chapter 1, p. 8, 3.2.2 (4), “The primary 
emphasis of faculty evaluation shall be for developmental 
and constructive purposes.” This language should relate 
specifically to tenured instructors. If this is not possible, an 
institution could be designated as a test institution that 
would implement this recommendation for a designated 
time.
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Recommendation 4 Each institution, if not in place, must create a “tangible
recognition program” for faculty members that have 
demonstrated excellence in their teaching performance.
This will require criteria that emphasizes teaching, 
identifies what criteria will be used and how that criteria 
will be measured. This type o f program must be free from 
bias, favoritism and put the burden of proof on the 
instructors by way of a portfolio presentation or similar 
such objective material. This material must be relevant and 
current.
Recommendation 5 There must be in place a well funded and staffed Faculty 
Development and Growth Center. This center could 
intervene between the department and faculty member and 
provide expert counseling on the development of plans and 
training that will help to restore the instructor to a high 
level o f performance. Current, innovative pedagogy, 
technology, and other training blocks could be offered 
through this center on a year-round basis.
Recommendation 6 Post-tenure review programs should not be hybrid of 
formative (developmental) and summative (used for 
personnel decisions). For the Nevada community colleges, 
they (post-tenure review programs) should be formative. 
This approach would accomplish more at raising 
performance levels o f poor performing tenured faculty.
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because it is clearly to help, mutually between the 
instructor and administration, the instructor improve. It is 
much less threatening to all personnel involved in the 
evaluation process.
Recommendation 7 Both administration and faculty must work together to
convince those interests outside the institutions that their 
current concern for accountability can be much improved 
by seeking strictly a “formative” approach to post-tenure 
review.
In today’s community college classrooms, there are a number of challenges in 
delivering instruction to a diverse body of students, as represented in Table 1, “A Catalog 
of Instructional Problems (Baiocco -  De Waters, 1998, p. 171), that identify some of the 
problems for any community college instructor including tenured community college 
professors. It is a combination o f these dynamics that make it difficult to provide a fair 
post-tenure review and then hold a tenured professor accoimtable through a personnel 
action.
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A Catalog of Instructional Problems
Individual Students
Attitides: Old habits 
die hard 
Eccentric behavior 
Social misfits 
Warped genius 
Eating disorders 
Confidence: Too little/ 
too much 
Cultural baggage 
Students in crisis 
Marginal ability
Instructor Knowledge & 
Behaviors
Maintaining enthusiasm 
when students are 
unprepared 
Inability to accept student 
failure 
Handling the time com­
mitment, paperload/grading 
Credibility gap: TA’s, 
junior faculty, adjuncts 
Energy drain: Other faculty 
obligations 
Matching teaching style/ 
strategies with students’ 
learning needs 
Shyness/stage fright
Content or Subject Matter
Groups of Students
Demographic differences 
Grade-grubbing 
“Enabling” behavior 
Elite groups
“Required course apathy” 
Bimodal abilities 
Large classes
Competitive clusters/cheating 
Diverse cultures 
Academically weak class
Finding the appropriate level 
of difficulty 
Making material meaningfuF 
interesting 
Presenting sensitive/ 
controversial topics 
Choosing the appropriate 
depth/detail 
Grading
Learning Environment
Unsatisfactory classroom 
Unsatisfactory time 
constraints/scheduling 
Inadequate textbooks 
Unavailability of materials 
when needed 
Students don’t/can’t buy the 
materials 
Malfunctioning equipment
Baiocco and De Waters identified problem solving classifications that perhaps the 
faculty development leaders could use with under-performing faculty. These problem­
solving classifications are as follows:
• Problems with instructor knowledge and behavior (the speaker).
• Problems with content or subject matter (the message).
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• Problems with learning environment (the channel).
•  Problems with the individual students (the audience and feedback).
• Problems with groups (the collective audience and feedback) ( 1998, p. 172).
These problem-solving classifications could better be utilized within a formative
evaluation program rather than a summative.
Even with a close-to-perfect process in place, it would be difficult for someone to 
evaluate a tenured instructor with one room visit, a quick review of some materials used 
in class, student evaluations, and a self-evaluation by the instructor and come to a 
reasonable conclusion of the instructor’s ability. The many variables, some in control of 
the instructor, many not, necessitate if evaluations, particularly post-tenure review, are to 
be used must be for formative purposes only and not for personnel decisions with career 
ending outcomes possible.
How does the evaluator factor in evaluations the increase of non-traditional students 
that they themselves are having difficulty adjusting to college life. As Baicco and 
DeWaters observe, “Behaviors that were unheard of in college classrooms decades ago 
now manifest themselves regularly. For example, some students present antagonistic 
behaviors, postures, expressions, or comments or they appear blasé.” (1998, p. 176).
Those responsible during their stewardship as department chair, deans, and/or 
administrators who evaluate these tenured instructors must provide non-threatening, 
formative programs to help needing instructors improve on their ability to provide 
worthy instruction to the student. Our institutions investments in tenured faculty require 
those same institutions to not “discipline” faculty but provide the relatively small 
investment to get that needing instructor back up to the appropriate level o f performance.
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Those rare exceptions that do not respond to a formative program will be easily 
identified and the appropriate due processes at the respective institutions will provide the 
vehicle of separation.
Model for CCSN
1. Work with the University and Community College System and the Board of 
Regents to adopt strictly a formative evaluation process for tenured faculty.
2. Adopt the “self-evaluation”, supervisor’s summary evaluation forms from 
Broward Community College. Appendix A.
3. Do away with our current short forms and require the above-recommended forms 
to be used annually.
4. If developmental issues are a concern, the Faculty Development and Growth 
Department then can provide for neutral, non-threatening, competent intervention.
5. Focus should be on teaching -  less focus on community service and committee 
work. The two latter components are important but much harder to measure and 
to assign an appropriate value.
6. Allocate moderate funding from multiple sources to fund the Faculty 
Development and Growth Department.
Recommendations for Further Research 
B ased  o n  th e  find ings and  co n c lu sio n s o f  th is  research , th e  fo llow ing
recommendations are offered:
1. Determine what community colleges are most consistent with the AAUP 
Minimum Standards for implementing a post-tenure review program and those
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community colleges that are least congruent with those same standards and what 
are the outcomes from both models in terms of quality instruction from tenured 
instructors.
2. Research innovative options that have been implemented, with regards to post­
tenure review policies in community colleges.
3. Research to the cost-benefit analysis of post-tenure review a particular community 
or colleges.
Summary
This chapter presented a summary of the purposes, methodologies, and findings o f the 
study. Implications of the results were discussed and a series of recommendations for the 
consideration by community colleges in Nevada were presented. These 
recommendations were made to improve upon the current practices employed by the 
community colleges in Nevada relative to post-tenure review. Also, there were ideas 
presented for possible research, which concluded the comments in Chapter 5.
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE POLICIES ON 
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
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A P P E N D IX  B
SURVEY OF FACULTY REVIEW
S h a d e  C irc le s  Like T h is ->  ♦
N o t Like T his“ > r / P lea se  u se  BLUE or BLACK ink to  c o m p le te  form
Post-tenure review Is the current term being used nationally to describe a written evaluation given to a tenured instructor.
This evaluation can be given annually or periodically. It can be a simple form or a more comprehensive evaluation. If you do 
not have tenure, this evaluation would be given to long term faculty members having been with your institution for more than 
four (4) years.].
1. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) protects academ ic freedom.
strongly
Agree
0 4
Agree
O 3
D isagree
O 2
stro n g ly
D isagree
O 1
2. The post-tenure review (evaluation) at your institution intrudes on the 
individual faculty m em bers proper sphere of professional self-direction. 0 4 0 3 0 2 O 1
3. You consider post-tenure review (evaluation) an attem pt to bring 
up negative evidence.
0  4 0 3 O 2 O 1
4. You consider post-tenure review (evaluation) a t your institution a 
re-evaluation or re-validation of tenured status.
0 4 0 3 O 2 O 1
5. Post-tenure review (evaluation) shifts the burden of proof from the 
administrators to the individual faculty m em bers to show cause 
why he or she should t>e retained.
0 4 0 3 O 2 O 1
6. The written standards and criteria by which faculty m em tters are 
evaluated are reviewed periodically by the faculty.
0 4 0 3 O 2 O 1
7. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) appraises faculty to determine 
if they m eet the current standards for granting tenure, which may 
have changed since the faculty m em bers initial granting of tenure.
0 4 0 3 O 2 O 1
8. The criteria used to evaluate faculty w as developed by the faculty. 0 4 0 3 O 2 O 1
9. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) provides tangible recognition 
for those faculty m em bers w ho have demonstrated high or 
improved perform ance .
0 4 0  3 0 2 O 1
10. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) program acknowledges 
different expectations in different disciplines
0 4 0 3 0 2 O 1
11. Your post-tenure reviews (evaluation) are kept confidential. 0 4 0 3 0 2 O 1
12. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) can result in a  m andated 
professional formal developm ent program.
0 4 0 3 0 2 O 1
13. Your post-tenure r ev iew  (eva lu a tion ) p ro v id es  a n  un fettered  right 
to appeal the evaluation.
0 4 0 3 O 2 O 1
14. In the event of recurring problem s with a faculty memtier’s 
perfomtance, there is in place other possibilities that would be 
mutually agreed  to, such a s  reassignment.
0 4 0 3 0 2 O 1
15. The administration retains the  burden of proof that will be 0 4 0 3 0 2 0 1
demonstrated through an  adversarial proceeding.
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1 0 9
stron gly  A gree  D isa g re e  S tro n g ly
1G. There sh o u ld  be post-tenure ev a luation  to  a sse ss  the level of 
perfo rm ance  a n d  faculty d ev elo p m en t needs.
17. T enured  facu lty  should  w elcom e assessm en t of their overall 
p e rfo rm ance .
A gree
0 4
0 4
18. T here sh o u ld  be  a faculty  d ev elo p m en t program  of the  post-tenure O 4 
review  (evaluation).
19. Only qualified  instructional adm in istra to rs should ev alu ate  
ten u re d  faculty.
20. Only tenured  faculty  c o lle a g u e s  should  evaluate  ten u red  faculty.
21. T here sh o u ld  be  m ultiple so u rc es  of input into post-tenure 
ev a lu a tio n s, i.e ., adm in istrato rs, students, an d  peers.
22. The criteria  u se d  to e v a lu a te  ten u re d  faculty should differ from 
criteria  u sed  w ith  non-tenured  faculty.
23. P o st-tenure  ev a lu a tio n  in c re a ses  the  likelihood of faculty grow th 
an d  vitality.
24. P o st-ten u re  ev a lu a tio n  le a d s  to  the  w eed in g  out of incom peten t 
faculty .
25. P ost-ten u re  e v a lu a tio n  sh o u ld  lea d  to  th e  w eed ing  out of 
in co m p e te n t faculty .
0 4
0 4
0 4
0 4
0 4
0 4
0 4
26. Grow th c o n tra c ts  (such a s  individual work plans) m utually  a g ree d  O 4 
to  sh o u ld  b e  th e  p rim ary  b a s is  for ev a luation  of ten u red  faculty.
27. By th e  y e a r  2010, trad itio n a l ten u re  will no longer n e ed  to  ex is t in 0  4 
the  m ajo rity  of com m unity  c o lle g es  in the  U .S./Canada.
0 3
0 3
0 3
0 3
0 3
0 3
0 3
0 3
0 3
0 3
0 3
0 3
O 2 
O  2 
0 2  
0 2  
0 2
0 2  
O 2
0 2
0 2
O 2
O 2
0 2
D is a g r e e
O 1
O 1
O  1
O  1
O 1
O  1 
O  1
O  1
O  1
O 1
O  1
O  1
28. P le a se  p u t a n y  su g g e s tio n s  you m ay have on how to  im prove your post-tenure rev iew  (evaluation) p rogram  in th e  
sp a c e  b e low .
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A P P E N D IX  C
HUMAN PARTICIPANT PROTECTIONS EDUCATION 
FOR RESEARCH COMPLETION CERTIFICATE 
UNLV SOCIAL BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES 
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
This is to certify that 
Tom Peacock 
has completed the
online course, sponsored by the National Institutes o f Health (NIH), on 04/12/2002.
This course included the following:
o key historical events and current issues that impact guidelines and legislation on 
human participant protection in research, 
o ethical principles and guidelines that should assist in resolving the ethical issues
o the use o f  key ethical principles and federal regulations to protect human participants 
at various stages in the research process.
° a description o f guidelines for the protection o f special populations in research.
° a definition o f  informed consent and components necessary for a valid consent.
O
o the roles, responsibilities, and interactions o f federal agencies, institutions, and
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This is to certify that 
Dale Andersen
has com pleted the H u m an  P artic ip an ts  P ro tection  E ducation  fo r R esearch  T eam s
online course, sponsored by the National Institutes o f  Health (NIH), on 12/31/2002.
This course included the following:
o key historical events and current issues that impact guidelines and legislation on 
hum an participant protection in research, 
o ethical principles and guidelines that should assist in resolving the ethical issues 
inherent in the conduct o f  research with human participants, 
o the use o f  key ethical principles and federal regulations to protect hum an 
participants at various stages in the research process, 
o a description o f  guidelines for the protection o f  special populations in research, 
o a definition o f  iriformed consent and components necessary for a valid consent, 
o a description o f  the role o f the IRB in the research process, 
o the roles, responsibilities, and interactions o f  federal agencies, institutions, and 
researchers in conducting research with human participants.
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U N IV E R S IT Y  O F  N E V A D A  L A S  V E G A S
Notice o f Approval to Conduct Research Involving Human Subjects
DATE: May 14, 2002
TO:
RE:
Thomas M. Peacock
Dr. Dale Anderson (Advisor)
M/S 3002
FROM: JcLDr. Fred Preston, Chair K
' TTKIT \ /  Qrtoial T^#»Viavirïraî Rr»nUNLV Social Behavioral Sciences Institutional Review Board
Status on Research Project Entitled. Post-Tenure Review
OPRS Number; 303S0402-352 
Approval Date: May 9,2002
This memorandum is official notification that the protocol for the project referenced above has 
been reviewed by the Office for the Protection of Research Subjects (OPRS) and has been 
determined as having met the criteria for exemption from full review by the UNLV Social 
Behavioral Sciences Institutional Review Board (IRB) as indicated in regulatory statues 45CFR 
46.101. The protocol has been submitted through the expedited review process and has been 
approved for a period of one year from the date of this notification. Work on the project may 
proceed.
Should the use of human subjects described in this protocol continue beyond May 9,2003, it will 
be necessary to request an extension. Should there be ANY changes to the protocol, it will be 
necessary to submit those changes to the Office for the Protection of Research Subjects.
If you have questions or require any assistance, please contact the Office for the Protection of 
Research Subjects at 895 - 2794.
cc: OPRS File
Office for the Protection of Research Subjects 
4505 Maryland Parkway • Box 451046 • Las Vegas, Nevada 89154-1046 
(702) 895-2794 • FAX: (702) 895-0805
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UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA. LAS VEGAS
Human Research Continuing Review Notification
DATE; March 17,2003
TO: Thomas Peacock
Dr. Dale Anderson (Advisor)
M/S 3002
FROM: Brenda Durosinmi, Human Protection Administrator
Office for the Protection of Research Subjects (Ext. 2794)
RE: Protocol Entitled: Post-Tenure Review
OPRS Number: 303S0402-352 
Last Approval Date: May 09,2002
The approval period for the above protocol will expire one year from the last approval 
date. Your protocol has been approved for one year only If the study will continue 
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A P P E N D IX  D
SAMPLE LETTER REQUESTING POLICIES/PROCEDURES
CO M M UNITY  
i  COLLEGE 
> SOUTHERN  
m NEVADA
February 7, 2002
Ms. Marsha Lindeken 
Truckee M eadows Community College 
7000 Dandini Blvd., RDMT211 
Reno, Nevada 89512-3999
Dear Ms. Lindeken;
O FFICE O F  H U M A N  R E SO U R C E S
3 2 0 0  EAST CH EY E N N E AV ENUE -  S 2 H  
N O R T H  LAS VEGAS. N E V A D A  8 9 0 3 0 - 4 2 9 6  
P H O N E  (7021 6 5 1 -4 5 4 6  —  FAX (7 0 2 ) 6 5 1 - 4 3 1 0
j r l  E  (E E I I  W
r i ]  KAB -  A 2002
A S S O C I A T E  VI CE P R E S I D E N T  
H i - M A V  R E S O U R C E S
I am the Associate Vice President of Human Resources, at the Community College of Southern 
Nevada. I am also a Doctoral Candidate at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas. My dissertation 
is on Post-Tenure Review, which is a comprehensive evaluation of a tenured instructor/professor.
I am comparing and contrasting policies and procedures related to this subject from our peer 
institutions. Could you please provide me with the following:
1. A  copy of the state and / or your institution's governing bodies directives, relating
to evaluating instructors/ professors with tenure.
2. Your institution's policy/procedures on post-tenure review/evaluations.
3. All the forms/instructions used in this evaluation process.
4. A ny other references to post-tenure review/evaluation that is used by your
institution's Administrators, Deans, Department Chairs and Faculty.
If I could receive this documentation on or before February 25,2002, it would be most helpful. The 
results of m y research will be shared with you upon completion of my dissertation.
If you have any questions regarding this request, please feel free to contact me at (702)651-4553, 
or by e-mail at tom_peacock@ccsn.nevada.edu.
Sincerely,
Thomas M. Peacock,
Associate Vice President of Human Resources
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A P P E N D IX  E
FREQUENCY TABLES BY POSITION
Q1 : Post tenure review (evaluation) promotes academic freedom.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid agreed 8 88.9 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 11.1
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid agreed 6 75.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 25.0
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid agreed 5 55.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 4 44.4
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid agreed 3 60.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 40.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid agreed 11 78.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 21.4
Total 14 100.0
Q2; The post-tenure review (evaluation) at your institution intrudes on the individual faculty 
members proper sphere of professional self-direction.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 1 11.1 100.0 100.0
Missing System 8 88.9
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Missing System 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 1 11.1 100.0 100.0
Missing System 8 88.9
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 1 20.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 4 80.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 4 28.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 10 71.4
Total 14 100.0
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Q3: You con sid er post-tenure review (evaiuation) an attempt to bring up negative ev id en ce .
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Missing System 9 100.0
C.A.O. Missing System 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 1 11.1 100.0 100.0
Missing System 8 88.9
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Missing System 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 4 28.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 10 71.4
Total 14 100.0
34: You consider post-tenure review (evaluation) at your institution a re-evaluation or re-validation.
of tenured status.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 5 55.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 4 44.4
Total - 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 4 50.0 100.0 '100.0
Missing System 4 50.0
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 4 44.4 100.0 100.0
Missing System 5 55.6
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 3 60.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 40.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 5 35.7 100.0 100.0
Missing System 9 64.3
Total 14 100.0
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Q5: Post-tenure review (evaluation) shifts the burden of proof from the administrators to the 
individual faculty members to show cause why he or she should be retained.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 1 11.1 100.0 100.0
Missing System 8 88.9
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 1 12.5 100.0 100.0
Missing System 7 87.5
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 6 66.7 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 33.3
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 2 . 40.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 60.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 7 50.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 7 50.0
Total 14 100.0
06: The written standards and criteria by which faculty members are evaluated are reviewed
periodically by the faculty.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 7 77.8 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 22.2
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 6 75.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 25.0
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 6 66.7 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 33.3
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 2 40.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 60.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 11 78.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 21.4
Total 14 100.0
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07: Your post-tenure review (evaluation) appraises faculty to determine if they meet the current 
standards for granting tenure, which may have changed since the faculty members initial granting
of tenure.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 5 55.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 4 44.4
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 2 25.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 6 75.0
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 4 44.4 100.0 100.0
Missing System 5 . 55.6
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 1 20,0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 4 80.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 3 21.4 100.0 100.0
Missing System 11 78.6
Total 14 100.0
08: The criteria used to evaluate faculty was developed by the faculty.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 8 88.9 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 11.1
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 8 100.0 100.0 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 7 77.8 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 22.2
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 3 60.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 40.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 8 57.1 100.0 100.0
Missing System 6 42.9
Total 14 100.0
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Q9: your post-tenure review (evaluation) provides tangible recognition for those faculty members 
who have demonstrated high or improved performance.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 5 55.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 4 44.4
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 6 75.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 25.0
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 6 66.7 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 33.3
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 2 ' 40.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 60.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 7 50.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 7 50.0
Total 14 100.0
J
Q10: Your post-tenure review (evaluation) program acknowledges different expectations in
different disciplines.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 3 33.3 100.0 100.0
Missing System 6 66.7
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 6 75.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 25.0
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 6 66.7 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 33.3
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 2 40.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 60.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 8 57.1 100.0 100.0
Missing System 6 42.9
Total 14 100.0
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Q11: Your post-tenure review s (evaluation) are kept confidential.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 9 100.0 100.0 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 8 100.0 100.0 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 8 88.9 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 11.1
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 4 80.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 20.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 10 71.4 100.0 100.0
Missing System 4 28.6
Total 14 100.0
Q12: Your post-tenure review (evaluation) can result in a mandated professional formal
development program.
Title
\
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 8 88.9 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 11.1
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 5 62.5 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 37.5
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 7 77.8 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 22.2
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 4 80.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 20.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 5 35.7 100.0 100.0
Missing System 9 64.3
Total 14 100.0
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Q13; Your post-tenure review (evaluation) provides an unfettered right to appeal the evaluation.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 8 88.9 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 11.1
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 7 87.5 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 12.5
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 8 88.9 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 11.1
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 3 60.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 40.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 8 57.1 100.0 100.0
Missing System 6 42.9
Total 14 100.0
Q14; In the event of recurring problems with a faculty member's performance, there is in place 
other possibilities that would be mutually agreed to, such as reassignment.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 5 55.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 4 44.4
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 5 62.5 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 37.5
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 7 77.8 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 22.2
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 1 20.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 4 80.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 6 42.9 100.0 100.0
Missing System 8 57.1
Total 14 100.0
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015: The administration retains the burden of proof that will be demonstrated through an
adversarial proceeding.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 7 77.8 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 22.2
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 6 75.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 25.0
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 6 66.7 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 33.3
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 2 40.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 60.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 9 ' 64.3 100.0 100.0
Missing System 5 35.7
Total 14 100.0
016: There should be post-tenure evaluation to assess the level of performance and faculty
development needs.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 9 100.0 100.0 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 8 100.0 100.0 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 9 100.0 100.0 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 5 100.0 100.0 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 12 85.7 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 14.3
Total 14 100.0
017: Tenured faculty should welcome assessment of their overall performance.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 9 100.0 100.0 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 8 100.0 100.0 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 8 88.9 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 11.1
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 5 100.0 100.0 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 13 92.9 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0
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Q18: There should  be a faculty developm ent program of the post-tenure review (evaluation).
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 9 100.0 100.0 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 8 100.0 100.0 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 8 88.9 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 11.1
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 5 100.0 100.0 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 11 . 78.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 21.4
Total 14 100.0
Q19: Only qualified instructional administrators should evaluate tenured faculty.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 3 33.3 100.0 100.0
Missing System 6 66.7
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 5 62.5 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 37.5
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 5 55.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 4 44.4
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 3 60.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 40.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 5 35.7 100.0 100.0
Missing System 9 64.3
Total 14 100.0
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Q20: Only tenured faculty colleagues should evaluate tenured faculty.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 3 33.3 100.0 100.0
Missing System 6 66.7
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 1 12.5 100.0 100.0
Missing System 7 87.5
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 5 55.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 4 44.4
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 3 60.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 40.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 8 57.1 100.0 100.0
Missing System 6 42.9
Total 14 100.0 I
Q21: There should be multiple sources of input into post-tenure evaluations, i.e., administrators,
students, and peers.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 9 100.0 100.0 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 8 100.0 100.0 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 9 100.0 100.0 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 5 100.0 100.0 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 11 78.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 21.4
Total 14 100.0
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322: The criteria used to evaluate tenured faculty should differ from criteria used with non-tenured
faculty.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 6 66.7 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 33.3
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 3 37.5 100.0 100.0
Missing System 5 62.5
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 4 44.4 100.0 100.0
Missing System 5 55.6
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 1 20.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 4 80.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 5 35.7 100.0 100.0
Missing System 9 64.3
Total 14 . 100.0
023: Post-tenure evaluation increases the likelihood of faculty growth and vitality.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 6 66.7 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 33.3
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 6 75.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 25.0
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 8 88.9 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 11.1
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 4 80.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 20.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 11 78.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 21.4
Total 14 100.0
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Q24: Post-tenure evaluation leads to the weeding out of incompetent faculty.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 2 22.2 100.0 100.0
Missing System 7 77.8
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Missing System 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00. 4 44.4 100.0 100.0
Missing System 5 55.6
Total 9 ' 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 1 20.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 4 80.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 2 14.3 100.0 100.0
Missing System 12 85.7
Total 14 100.0
Q25: Post-tenure evaluation should lead to the weeding out of incompetent faculty.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 9 100.0 100.0 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 5 62.5 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 37.5
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 4 44.4 100.0 100.0
Missing System 5 55.6
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 5 100.0 100.0 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 13 92.9 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0
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Q26: Growth contracts (such as individual work plans) mutually agreed to should be the primary
basis for evaluation of tenured faculty.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Valid 1.00 8 88.9 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 11.1
Total 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 7 87.5 100.0 100.0
Missing System 1 12.5
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 7 77.8 100.0 100.0
Missing System 2 22.2
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Valid 1.00 2 40.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 3 60.0
Total 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 9 64.3 100.0 100.0
Missing System 5 35.7
Total 14 100.0
Q27: By the year 2010, traditional tenure will no longer need to exist in the majority of community
colleges in the U.S./Canada.
Title Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
President Missing System 9 100.0
C.A.O. Valid 1.00 3 37.5 100.0 100.0
Missing System 5 62.5
Total 8 100.0
Chair Valid 1.00 3 33.3 100.0 100.0
Missing System 6 66.7
Total 9 100.0
Chair Faculty Senate Missing System 5 100.0
Faculty Valid 1.00 6 42.9 100.0 100.0
Missing System 8 57.1
Total 14 100.0
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A P P E N D IX  F
CROSS-TABULATIONS
Crosstabs
Nevada or Peer institution * Q1. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) protects academic freedom. Crosstabulation
0 1 .  Y our p o s t- te n u re  rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) p ro te c ts  a c a d e rh ic  
freedom .
S trong ly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g ree S trong ly  A g ree T o ta l
NV
Institution
C o u n t 2 5 5 9 2 1
Institution
%  within Q 1 . Y our p o s t- ten u re
9 .5% 23 .8% 23 .8 % 4 2 .9 % 1 0 0 .0 %
rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) p ro te c ts  
a c a d e m ic  freed o m .
100.0% 55 .6% 29 .4 % 56 .3 % 4 7 .7 %
p e e r
institution
C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r P e e r  
Institution
% within Q 1. Y our p o s t- te n u re  
rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) p ro te c ts  
a c a d e m ic  freed o m .
4
17.4%
44 .4 %
12
52.2%
70 .6%
7
30 .4 %
4 3 .8 %
2 3
1 0 0 .0 %
5 2 .3 %
Total C o u n t 2 9 17 16 4 4
Institution
%  within Q 1 . Y our p o s t- te n u re
4 .5% 20 .5 % 38 .6 % 36 .4 % 1 0 0 .0 %
rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) p ro te c ts  
a c a d e m ic  freed o m .
100.0% 10 0 .0% 100 .0% 100.0% - 1 0 0 .0 %
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Nevada or Peer Institution * 0 2  The post-tenure review (evaluation) at your institution intrudes on the individual faculty 
members sphere of proper self direction. Crosstabulation
0 2 .  T h e  p o s t- te n u re  rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) a t  y o u r institution 
in tru d es  o n  th e  individual facu lty  m e m b e rs  s p h e re  of p ro p e r  self 
d irection .
S trongly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g ree Strong ly  A g ree T ota l
NV
Institution
C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r
10 8 3 1 2 2
Institu tion
%  within 0 2 .  T h e  p o s t- te n u re  
rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) a t  your
45 .5 % 3 6 .4 % 13.6% 4.5% 1 0 0 .0 %
institu tion  in tru d e s  o n  th e  
individual facu lty  m em b e rs  
s p h e re  of p ro p e r  s e lf  d irection .
50 .0% 4 4 .4 % 60 .0% 50 .0 % 4 8 .9 %
p e e r
institution
C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r
10 10 2 1 2 3
Institution
%  w ithin 0 2 .  T h e  p o s t- te n u re  
rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) a t  your
43 .5 % 4 3 .5 % 8.7% 4 .3 % 1 0 0 .0 %
institu tion  in tru d e s  o n  th e  
Individual facu lty  m e m b e rs  
s p h e re  o f p ro p e r  s e lf  d irection .
50 .0% 5 5 .6 % 40 .0 % 50 .0 % 5 1 .1 %
Total C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r
20 IB 5 2 4 5
Institu tion
%  within 0 2 .  T h e  p o s t- te n u re  
rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) a t  your
44 .4 % 4 0 .0 % 11.1% 4.4% 1 00 .0%
institu tion  in tru d e s  o n  th e  
indiv idual facu lty  m e m b e rs  
s p h e re  o f p ro p e r  s e lf  d irection .
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1 0 0 .0 %
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Nevada or Peer Institution * Q5. Post-tenure review shifts the burden of proof from the administration to the individual 
faculty members to show cause when he or she should be retained. Crosstabulation
0 5 .  P o s t- te n u re  rev iew  shifts  the  b u rd en  of p ro o f from  th e  
a d m in is tra tio n  to  th e  individual faculty m e m b e rs  to  sh o w  c a u s e  
w h en  h e  o r s h e  sho u ld  b e  re ta in e d .
S trong ly  D isa g re e D isag ree A gree S tro n g ly  A g ree T ota l
NV
Institution
Ô oun t 1 11 8 2 2 2
Institution
%  within Q 5. P o s t- te n u re  
rev iew  shifts  th e  b u rd en  of 
p ro o f from  th e  ad m in istra tion
4 .5 % 50 .0% 36 .4 % 9 .1 % 1 0 0 .0 %
to th e  individual faculty  
m e m b e rs  to sh o w  c a u s e  
w h e n  h e  o r  s h e  sh o u ld  b e  
r e ta in e d .
11 .1% 57 .9% 6 1 .5 % 5 0 .0 % 4 8 .9 %
p e e r
institu tion
C o u n t 8 8 5 2 • 2 3
Institution
%  within 0 5 .  P o s t- te n u re  
rev iew  sh ifts  th e  b u rd en  of 
p ro o f  from  th e  adm in istra tio n
3 4 .8 % 34 .8% 2 1 .7 % 8 .7 % 1 0 0 .0 %
to  th e  Individual faculty  
m e m b e rs  to sh o w  c a u s e  
w h e n  h e  o r s h e  sh o u ld  b e  
re ta in e d .
8 8 .9 % 4 2 .1 % 38 .5 % 50 .0 % 5 1 .1 %
Total C o u n t 9 19 13 4 4 5
Institution
%  within 0 5 .  P o s t- te n u re  
rev iew  sh ifts  th e  b u rd e n  of 
p ro o f from  th e  adm in istra tio n
2 0 .0 % 4 2 .2 % 2 8 .9 % 8.9% 1 0 0 .0 %
to  th e  individual faculty  
m e m b e rs  to  sh o w  c a u s e  
w h e n  h e  o r  s h e  sh o u ld  b e  
re ta in e d .
1 0 0 .0 % 100.0% 1 00 .0% 1 0 0 .0 % 1 00 .0%
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N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  In s t i tu t io n  '  Q 7 . Y o u r  P o s t - te n u re  r e v ie w  (e v a lu a tio n )  a p p r a i s e s  f a c u l ty  to  d e te r m in e  If th e y  m e e t  t h e  c u r r e n t  
s t a n d a r d s  f o r  g r a n t in g  t e n u r e ,  w h ic h  m a y  h a v e  c h a n g e d  s in c e  th e  f a c u l ty  m e m b e r s  in itia l g ra n t in g  o f  te n u r e .
C r o s s ta b u la t i o n
0 7 .  Y our P o s t- te n u re  rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) a p p ra is e s  faculty  to 
d e te rm in e  if th ey  m e e t  th e  c u rre n t s ta n d a rd s  (or g ran tin g  ten u re , 
w hich  m ay  h a v e  c h a n g e d  s in c e  th e  faculty  m e m b e rs  initial 
g ran tin g  of ten u re .
S trong ly  D isa g re e D isa g re e _A2ree S tro n g ly  A qre Total
NV C o u n t
Institution %  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r
Institution
%  within 0 7 .  Y our P o s t- te n u re  
rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) a p p ra i s e s  
faculty  to  d e te rm in e  if th ey  
m e e t  th e  c u rre n t s ta n d a r d s  for 
g ran tin g  ten u re , w h ich  m ay  
h a v e  c h a n g e d  s in c e  th e  
facu lty  m e m b e rs  initial 
g ran tin g  o f ten u re .
5
22 .7 %
3 8 .5 %
7
31 .8 %
41 .2 %
8
36 .4 %
61 .5 %
2
9 .1%
100.0%
22
100.0%
48 .9%
p e e r  C o u n t
institution %  w ithin N e v a d a  o r  P e e r
Institu tion
% within 0 7 .  Y our P o s t- te n u re  
rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) a p p ra is e s  
facu lty  to  d e te rm in e  if th ey  
m e e t  th e  c u rre n t  s ta n d a r d s  for 
g ran tin g  te n u re , w h ich  m ay  
h a v e  c h a n g e d  s in c e  th e  
facu lty  m e m b e rs  initial 
g ran tin g  of ten u re .
34 .8%
61 .5%
10
4 3 .5 %
58 .8 %
5
21 .7 %
3 8 .5 %
23
100.0%
51.1%
Total C o u n t
%  w ithin N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
%  within 0 7 .  Y our P o s t- te n u re  
rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) a p p ra is e s  
facu lty  to  d e te rm in e  if th ey  
m e e t  th e  c u rre n t s ta n d a r d s  for 
g ran tin g  te n u re , w h ich  m ay  
h a v e  c h a n g e d  s in c e  th e  
facu lty  m e m b e rs  initial 
g ran tin g  o f ten u re .
13
28 .9 %
100.0 %
17
3 7 .8 %
100.0%
13
2 8 .9 %
100.0%
2
4 .4 %
100.0%
45
100.0%
100.0%
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Nevada or P eer Institution * Q8. The criteria u sed  to evaluate the factulty w as developed  by the faculty. C rosstabulation
0 8 .  T h e  criteria  u s e d  to  e v a lu a te  th e  factulty  w a s  d e v e lo p e d  by 
th e  faculty.
S trong ly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g ree S trono lv  A g ree Total
NV
Institution
C o u n t
% within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r
2 4 10 6 2 2
Institution
%  within 0 8 .  T h e  criteria 
u s e d  to  e v a lu a te  th e  factulty 
w a s  d e v e lo p e d  by  the  
faculty.
9 .1%
66 .7 %
18.2%
50 .0 %
4 5 .5 %
4 5 .5 %
27 .3 %
5 0 .0 %
10 0 .0 %
4 8 .9 %
p e e r
institution
C o u n t
% within N e v a d a  o r P e e r
1 4 12 6 2 3
Institution
%  within 0 8 .  T h e  criteria  
u s e d  to  e v a lu a te  th e  factulty
4 .3% 17.4% 52 .2 % 2 6 .1 % 1 0 0 .0 %
w a s  d e v e lo p e d  by  th e  
faculty.
33 .3 % 50 .0% 54 .5 % 50 .0 % 5 1 .1 %
Total C o u n t
% within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r
3 8 22 12 4 5
Institution
% within 0 8 .  T h e  criteria  
u s e d  to e v a lu a te  th e  factu lty
6 .7% 17.8% 4 8 .9 % 2 6 .7 % 1 0 0 .0 %
w a s  d e v e lo p e d  b y  th e  
faculty .
1 00 .0% 100.0% 100.0% 100 .0% 1 0 0 .0%
Nevada or Peer Institution * Q9. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) provides tangible recognition for those faculty 
members whohave demonstrated high or improved performance. Crosstabulation
0 9 .  Y our p o s t- ten u re  rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) p ro v id es  tang ib le  
recogn ition  for th o se  faculty  m e m b e rs  w h o h a v e  d e m o n s tra te d  
high o r im proved  p e rfo rm a n c e .
S trongly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g ree S trongly  A gree T ota l
NV
Institution
£ o u n t
% within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
%  within 0 9 .  Y our p o s t- te n u re  
rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) p ro v id e s
4
18.2%
7
3 1 .8 %
6
2 7 .3 %
5
2 2 .7 %
2 2
1 0 0 .0 %
tan g ib le  reco g n itio n  for th o se  
facu lty  m e m b e rs  w h o h a v e  
d e m o n s tra te d  h igh  o r 
im proved  p e rfo rm a n c e .
5 0 .0% 6 3 .6 % 4 0 .0 % 45 .5 % 4 8 .9 %
p e e r
institution
C o u n t
% within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
% within Q 9 . Y our p o s t- te n u re  
rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) p ro v id e s
4
17.4%
4
17.4%
9
39 .1 %
6
26 .1 %
2 3
1 0 0 .0 %
tan g ib le  reco g n itio n  for th o se  
faculty  m e m b e rs  w h o h a v e  
d e m o n s tra te d  h igh  o r  
im proved  p e rfo rm a n c e .
50 .0% 36 .4 % 60 .0 % 54 .5 % 5 1 .1 %
Total C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
%  within 0 9 .  Y our p o s t- te n u re  
rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ) p ro v id e s
8
17.8%
11
24 .4 %
15
33 .3%
11
24 .4 %
4 5
1 0 0 .0 %
tan g ib le  reco g n itio n  for th o se  
faculty  m e m b e rs  w h o h a v e  
d e m o n s tra te d  h ig h  o r 
im proved  p e rfo rm a n c e .
100.0% 100 .0% 100.0% 100.0% 1 0 0 .0 %
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Nevada or Peer Institution * Q11. Your post tenure reviews (evaluation) are kept confidential. Crosstabulation
0 1 1 .  Y our p o s t te n u re  rev iew s (ev a lu a tio n ) a re  k ep t confidentia l.
S tro n q ly  D isa g re e D isag ree A g re e S trongly  A g ree Total
NV
Institution
C oun t
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r
1 3 10 0 2 2
Institution
% within 0 1 1 .  Y our p o s t
4 .5 % 13.6% 4 5 .5 % 36 .4 % 1 00 .0%
te n u re  rev iew s (ev a lu a tio n ) 
a re  k ep t confiden tia l.
50 .0% 75 .0% 4 3 .5 % 50 .0 % 4 8 .9 %
p e e r
institu tion
C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
% within 0 1 1 .  Y our p o s t
1
4 .3 %
1
4.3%
13
5 6 .5 %
8
34 .8 %
23
1 0 0 .0%
te n u re  rev iew s (ev a lu a tio n ) 
a re  k ep t confidentia l.
50 .0% 25 .0% 5 6 .5 % 50 .0 % 5 1 .1 %
Total C o u n t
% within N e v a d a  o r P e e r
2 4 23 16 4 5
Institution
% within 0 1 1 .  Y our p o s t
4 .4% 8.9% 5 1 .1 % 35 .6 % 100 .0%
te n u re  rev iew s (ev a lu a tio n ) 
a re  kep t confidentia l.
100 .0% 100.0% 1 0 0 .0% 100.0% 1 0 0 .0%
Nevada or Peer Institution * Q12. Your post-tenure reviews can result in a mandated professional formal development
program. Crosstabulation
Q 12. Y our p o s t- te n u re  rev iew s c a n  resu lt in a  m a n d a te d
p ro fe ss io n a l form al d e v e lo p m e n t p ro g ram .
S trong ly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g ree S tronq ly  A g ree Total
NV C o u n t 1 7 12 1 2 1
Institution %  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
institu tion
% within Q 12. Y our
4 .8 % 33 .3% 57 .1 % 4.8 % 1 0 0 .0 %
p o s t- te n u re  rev iew s c a n  resu lt 
in a  m a n d a te d  p ro fe ss io n a l 100 .0% 53 .8 % 54 .5 % 14.3% 4 8 .8 %
form al d e v e lo p m e n t p ro g ram .
p e e r C o u n t 6 10 6 2 2
institution % within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
%  wittiin Q 1 2 . Your
2 7 .3 % 45 .5 % 27 .3 % 1 0 0 .0 %
p o s t- te n u re  rev iew s c a n  resu lt 
in a  m a n d a te d  p ro fe ss io n a l 4 6 .2 % 45 .5 % 8 5 .7 % 5 1 .2 %
form al d e v e lo p m e n t p ro g ram .
Total C o u n t 1 13 22 7 4 3
% within N e v a d a  o r P e e r  
Institution
2 .3 % 30 .2 % 51 .2 % 16 .3% 1 0 0 .0 %
%  within Q 12 . Y our
p o s t- te n u re  rev iew s c a n  resu lt 
in a  m a n d a te d  p ro fess io n a l 100.0% 100.0% 100 .0% 10 0 .0% 10 0 .0 %
form al d e v e lo p m e n t p ro g ram .
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Nevada or Peer Institution * Q13 Your p o st tenure review (evaluation provides an unfettered right to  review the evaluation.
C rosstabulation
0 1 3  Y our p o s t- ten u re  rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n  p ro v id e s  a n  u n fe tte red  
right to rev iew  the  e v a lu a tio n .
Strongly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g ree Stronq ly  A g re e Total
NV
Institution
C o u n t
% within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution 
%  within 0 1 3  Y our 
p o s t- te n u re  rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n  
p ro v id e s  a n  u n fe tte re d  right to 
rev iew  th e  ev a lu a tio n .
7
3 1 .8 %
7 0 .0 %
11
50 .0 %
4 4 .0 %
4
18.2%
4 4 .4 %
2 2
1 0 0 .0 %
4 8 .9 %
p e e r
institution
C o u n t
% within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r
1 3 14 5 2 3
Institution 
% within 0 1 3  Y our 
p o s t- te n u re  rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n
4 .3 % 13.0% 60 .9 % 21 .7 % 10 0 .0 %
p ro v id e s  a n  u n fe tte re d  right to 
rev iew  th e  e v a lu a tio n .
100.0% 30 .0 % 56 .0% . 55 .6% 5 1 .1 %
Total C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r
1 10 25 g 4 5
Institution 
%  within 0 1 3  Your 
p o s t- te n u re  rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n
2.2% 22 .2 % 55 .6% 20 .0 % 1 00 .0%
p ro v id e s  a n  u n fe tte re d  r igh t to  
rev iew  th e  e v a lu a tio n .
100 .0% 1 00 .0% 100 .0% 100.0% 100.0%
Nevada or Peer Institution * Q14. In the event of recurring problems with a faculty members performance, there is in place 
other possibilities that would be mutually agreed to. such as reassignment. Crosstabulation
0 1 4 .  In th e  e v e n t of recurring  p ro b le m s with a  faculty  m em b e rs  
p e rfo rm an ce , th e re  is in p lac e  o th e r  p o ssib ilitie s  th a t  w ould  b e  
m utually  a g re e d  to. su c h  a s  r e a s s ig n m e n t.
S trong ly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g ree S trong ly  A g ree Total
NV
Institution
C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r P e e r
1 9 9 1 2 0
Institution
%  within Q 1 4 . In th e  e v e n t  of 
recu rrin g  p ro b le m s  w ith a  faculty  
m e m b e rs  p e rfo rm a n c e , th e re  is
5 .0% 4 5 .0 % 4 5 .0 % 5.0% 1 0 0 -0 %
in p la c e  o th e r  p o ssib ilitie s  th a t 
w ould  b e  m utually  a g re e d  to, 
s u c h  a s  re a s s ig n m e n t.
25 ,0 % 64 .3 % 4 5 .0 % 25 .0 % 4 7 .6 %
p e e r
institution
C o u n t
% within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r
3 5 11 3 2 2
Institution
%  within 0 1 4 .  In th e  e v e n t  of 
recu rrin g  p ro b le m s  w ith a  faculty  
m e m b e rs  p e rfo rm a n c e , th e re  is
13 .6% 22 .7 % 50 .0 % 13.6% 1 0 0 .0 %
in p la c e  o th e r  p o ssib ilitie s  th a t 
w ould  b e  m utually  a g re e d  to. 
s u c h  a s  re a s s ig n m e n t.
7 5 .0% 35 .7 % 5 5 .0 % 75 .0% 5 2 .4 %
Total C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r
4 14 20 4 4 2
Institution
%  within 0 1 4 .  In th e  e v e n t  of 
recu rrin g  p ro b le m s  w ith a  faculty  
m e m b e rs  p e rfo rm a n c e , th e re  is
9 .5% 33 .3 % 4 7 .6 % 9.5% 1 0 0 .0 %
in p la c e  o th e r  p o ssib ilitie s  th a t 
w ould  b e  m utually  a g re e d  to. 
s u c h  a s  rea s s ig n m e n t.
100.0% 100 .0% 100.0% 100.0% 1 0 0 .0 %
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N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  I n s t i tu t io n  * 0 1 5 .  T h e  a d m in is t r a t io n  r e t a in s  t h e  b u r d e n  o f  p ro o f  th a t  w ill b e  d e m o n s t r a t e d  t h r o u g h  a n
a d v e rs a r ia l  p r o c e e d in g .  C r o s s ta b u la t io n
0 1 5  T he  a d m in istra tio n  re ta in s  th e  b u rd e n  o f proof th a t will b e  
d e m o n s tra te d  th ro u a h  a n  ad v e rsa ria l p ro ce e d in a
TotalS tronq ly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g ree S tronq ly  A g ree
NV C o u n t 
Institution %  within N e v a d a  o r P e e r  
Institution 
% within Q 1 5 . T h e  
ad m in is tra tio n  re ta in s  the  
b u rd e n  of p ro o f th a t  will be  
d e m o n s tra te d  th ro u g h  an  
a d v e rs a r ia l  p ro ce e d in g .
3
15.0%
75 .0 %
4
20 .0 %
80 .0%
12
60 .0 %
44 .4 %
1
5.0%
33 .3 %
20
10 0 .0 %
5 1 .3 %
p e e r  C o u n t 
institution %  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institu tion  
%  within Q 1 5 . T he 
ad m in is tra tio n  re ta in s  the  
b u rd e n  of p ro o f th a t  will b e  
d e m o n s tra te d  th ro u g h  a n  
a d v e rs a r ia l  p ro ce e d in g .
1
5 .3%
2 5 .0 %
1
5.3%
20 .0 %
15
78 .9 %
5 5 .6 %
2
10.5%
6 6 .7 %
19
1 0 0 .0 %
4 8 .7 %
T ota l C o u n t
%  w ithin N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institu tion  
%  w ithin 0 1 5 .  T h e  
ad m in is tra tio n  re ta in s  th e  
b u rd e n  of p ro o f th a t  will b e  
d e m o n s tra te d  th ro u g h  a n  
a d v e rs a r ia l  p ro ce e d in g .
4
10 .3%
100 .0%
, 5 
12 .8%
100.0%
27
69 .2 %
1 00 .0%
3
7 .7%
1 0 0 .0%
3 9
1 0 0 .0 %
1 0 0 .0 %
N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  i n s t i tu t io n  * 0 1 6 .  T h e r e  s h o u ld  b e  p o s t  t e n u r e -e v a lu a t io n  to  a s e s s  t h e  le v e l o f  p e r f o r m a n c e  a n d  f a c u l ty
d e v e lo p m e n t  n e e d s .  C r o s s ta b u la t io n
0 1 6 .  T h e re  s h o u ld  b e  p o s t ten u re -e v a lu a tio n  to  a s e s s  the  level 
of p e rfo rm a n c e  a n d  facultv  d e v e lo p m e n t n e e d s .
S trongly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g ree S trong ly  A g ree T ota l
NV C o u n t 
Institution %  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
%  within 0 1 6 .  T h e re  sh o u ld  
b e  p o s t  ten u re -e v a lu a tio n  to 
a s e s s  th e  level o f p e rfo rm a n c e  
a n d  facu lty  d e v e lo p m e n t 
n e e d s .
1
4 .5 %
100.0%
11
5 0 .0 %
4 7 .8 %
10
45 .5%
50 .0%
2 2
1 0 0 .0 %
4 8 .9 %
p e e r  C o u n t 
institution %  w ithin N e v a d a  o r P e e r  
Institution
%  within 0 1 6 .  T h e re  sh o u ld  
b e  p o s t  te n u re -e v a lu a tio n  to 
a s e s s  th e  level o f  p e rfo rm a n c e  
a n d  facu lty  d e v e lo p m e n t 
n e e d s .
1
4 .3 %
100.0%
12
5 2 .2 %
5 2 .2 %
10
43 .5%
50 .0%
2 3
1 0 0 .0 %
5 1 .1 %
Total C o u n t
%  w ithin N e v a d a  o r P e e r  
institu tion
%  within 0 1 6 .  T h e re  sh o u ld  
b e  p o s t  ten u re -e v a lu a tio n  to 
a s e s s  th e  level o f p e rfo rm a n c e  
a n d  facu lty  d e v e lo p m e n t 
n e e d s .
1
2 .2%
100.0%
1
2.2%
100 .0%
23
51 .1 %
1 00 .0%
20
44 .4 %
100.0%
4 5
1 0 0 .0 %
1 0 0 .0 %
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Nevada or Peer Institution * 017. Tenured faculty should welcome assessm ent of their overall performance.
Crosstabulation
0 1 7 .  T e n u red  faculty  sh o u ld  w e lco m e  a s s e s s m e n t  of their
overall p e rfo rm an ce .
S trong ly  D isa g re e D isag ree A g ree S trong ly  A g ree Total
NV d o u n t 1 13 8 2 2
Institution %  within N e v a d a  o r P e e r  
Institution
% within 0 1 7 .  T en u red
4 .5 % 59 .1 % 36 .4 % 1 0 0 .0 %
facu lty  sh o u ld  w e lco m e  
a s s e s s m e n t  o f th eir  overall
100 .0% 52 .0 % 4 4 .4 % 4 8 .9 %
p e rfo rm a n c e .
p e e r C o u n t 1 12 10 2 3
institution %  within N e v a d a  o r P e e r  
Institution
%  within 0 1 7 .  T e n u red
4 .3% 52 .2 % 4 3 .5 % 1 0 0 .0 %
facu lty  sh o u ld  w e lco m e  
a s s e s s m e n t  o f th e ir  o verall
100 .0% 4 8 .0 % 55 .6% 51 .1 %
p e rfo rm a n c e .
Total C o u n t 1 1 25 18 4 5
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institu tion
2.2% 2.2% 55 .6 % 4 0 .0 % 1 0 0 .0 %
% within 0 1 7 .  T e n u red
facu lty  sh o u ld  w e lco m e  
a s s e s s m e n t  o f their overall '
100.0% 100.0% 100 .0% 100.0% 1 00 .0%
p e rfo rm a n c e .
Nevada or Peer institution * 018. There should be a faculty development program of the post tenure review (evaluation).
Crosstabulation
O ld .  T h e re  sh o u ld  b e  a  facu lty  d e v e lo p m e n t program  o f  th e
p o s t te n u re  rev iew  (eva lua tion ).
S trong ly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A gree S trongly  A g ree T ota l
NV d o u n t 1 15 6 2 2
Institution %  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
%  within 0 1 8 .  T h e re  sh o u ld
4 .5% 68 .2% 27 .3 % 1 0 0 .0 %
b e  a  faculty  d e v e lo p m e n t 
p ro g ra m  of th e  p o s t te n u re
50 .0 % 57 .7% 40 .0 % 5 0 .0 %
rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ).
p e e r C o u n t 1 1 11 9 2 2
institution %  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
% within 0 1 8 .  T h e re  sh o u ld
4 .5 % 4 .5 % 50 .0% 4 0 .9 % 1 0 0 .0 %
b e  a  faculty  d e v e lo p m e n t 
p ro g ra m  o f th e  p o s t te n u re
5 0 .0 % 1 00 .0% 4 2 .3 % 60 .0 % 5 0 .0 %
rev iew  (ev a lu a tio n ).
Total C o u n t 2 1 26 15 4 4
%  within N e v a d a  o r P e e r  
Institution
4 5% 2 .3 % 59 .1% 34 .1% 1 0 0 .0 %
%  within 0 1 8 .  T h e re  sh o u ld
b e  a  facu lty  d e v e lo p m e n t 
p ro g ra m  o f th e  p o s t te n u re
1 00.0% 1 00 .0% 100 .0% 100 .0% 1 0 0 .0 %
rev iew  (eva lua tion ).
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Nevada or Peer Institution * 019. Only qualified instructional administrators should evaluate tenured faculty. Crosstabulation
0 1 9 .  O nly qualified  instru ctio n al a d m in istra to rs  sh o u ld  e v a lu a te  
te n u re d  faculty.
Strong ly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g ree S trong ly  A g ree T o ta l
NV
Institution
C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r P e e r
3 8 5 6 2 2
Institution
%  w ithin 0 1 9 .  Only qualified
13.6% 3 6 .4 % 22 .7 % 27 .3 % 1 0 0 .0 %
in stru ctio n al a d m in istra to rs  
sh o u ld  e v a lu a te  te n u re d  faculty.
75 .0% 4 4 .4 % 45 .5 % 60 .0% 5 1 .2 %
p e e r
institution
C o u n t 1 10 6 4 21
Institution
%  within 0 1 9 .  O nly qualified
4 .8 % 4 7 .6 % 2 8 .6 % 19.0% 1 0 0 .0 %
instru ctio n al a d m in is tra to rs  
sh o u ld  e v a lu a te  te n u re d  faculty.
25 .0 % 55 .6 % 54 .5 % 4 0 .0 % 4 8 .8 %
Total C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r P e e r  
Institution
%  within 0 1 9 .  O nly qualified
4
9.3%
18
4 1 .9 %
11
25 .6 %
10
23 .3 %
4 3
1 0 0 .0 %
instru ctio n al a d m in is tra to rs  
sh o u ld  e v a lu a te  te n u re d  faculty .
100.0% 100 .0% 100.0% 1 0 0 .0% 1 0 0 .0 %
Nevada or Peer Institution * 020. Only tenured faculty colleagues should evaluate tenured faculty. Crosstabulation
0 2 0 .  Only te n u re d  faculty  c o lle a g u e s  sh o u ld  e v a lu a te  ten u re d
faculty.
S tro n q ly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g ree S tro n g ly  A g ree Total
NV C o u n t 2 9 6 5 2 2
institution . %  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
% within 0 2 0 .  Only ten u re d
9.1% 4 0 .9 % 27 .3 % 2 2 .7 % 10 0 .0 %
faculty  c o lle a g u e s  sh o u ld 40 .0 % 4 5 .0 % 54 .5 % 55 .6 % 4 8 .9 %
e v a lu a te  te n u re d  faculty.
p e e r C o u n t 3 11 5 4 2 3
institution %  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
%  within 0 2 0 .  O nly ten u re d
13.0% 4 7 .8 % 21 .7 % 17 .4% 10 0 .0 %
facu lty  c o lle a g u e s  sh o u ld 60 .0% 55 .0 % 4 5 .5 % 4 4 .4 % 5 1 .1 %
e v a lu a te  te n u re d  faculty.
Total C o u n t 5 2 0 11 9 4 5
% within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
11.1% 4 4 .4 % 2 4 .4 % 20 .0 % 1 00 .0%
% within 0 2 0 .  O nly te n u re d
faculty  c o lle a g u e s  sh o u ld 100 .0% 100 .0% 100 .0% 100 .0% 1 00 .0%
e v a lu a te  te n u re d  faculty.
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Nevada or Peer Institution * 021. There should be multiple sources of input into post-tenure evaluations, 
administrators, students, and peers. Crosstabulation
0 2 1 .  T h e re  sh o u ld  b e  m ultiple so u rc e s  o f input into p o s t- ten u re  
e v a lu a tio n s , i.e .. ad m in istra to rs, s tu d e n ts ,  a n d  p e e rs .
S tronq ly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g re e S tro n g lv  A g ree Total
NV
Institution
C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r P e e r  
Institution
%  within Q 2 1 . T h e re  sh o u ld  
b e  m ultip le  s o u rc e s  o f input
1
4 .5%
1
4.5%
8
36 .4%
12
54 .5 %
22
1 0 0 .0 %
into p o s t- ten u re  
e v a lu a tio n s , i.e ., 
ad m in is tra to rs , s tu d e n ts ,  
a n d  p e e rs .
5 0 .0 % 100 .0% 4 7 .1 % 4 8 .0 % 4 8 .9 %
p e e r C o u n t 1 9 13 2 3
institution %  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
% within 0 2 1 .  T h e re  sh o u ld  
b e  m ultip le  s o u rc e s  o f input 
into p o s t- ten u re  
e v a lu a tio n s , i.e ., 
ad m in is tra to rs , s tu d e n ts ,  
a n d  p e e rs .
4 .3%
5 0 .0 %
39 .1 %
52 .9 %
5 6 .5 %
5 2 .0 %
10 0 .0%
51 .1 %
Total C o u n t 2 1 17 25 4 5
%  within N e v a d a  o r P e e r  
Institution
%  within 0 2 1 .  T h e re  sh o u ld  
b e  m ultip le  s o u rc e s  o f input
4 .4% 2.2% 37 .8 % 55 .6 % 1 0 0 .0 %
into p o s t- te n u re  
e v a lu a tio n s , i.e .. 
a d m in is tra to rs , s tu d e n ts ,  
a n d  p e e rs .
100 .0% 100.0% 1 00 .0% 1 00.0% 1 0 0 .0 %
Nevada or Peer Institution * 022. The criteria used to evaluate tenured faculty should differ from the criteria used for
non-tenured faculty. Crosstabulation
0 2 2 .  T h e  c riteria  u s e d  to  e v a lu a te  te n u re d  faculty  sh o u ld  differ 
from  th e  criteria  u s e d  for n o n - te n u red  faculty.
Strongly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g ree s tro n g ly  A g ree T ota l
NV
Institution
C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r P e e r
1 10 9 1 21
Institution
%  within Q 2 2 . T h e  criteria  
u s e d  to  e v a lu a te  ten u re d
4 .8 % 4 7 .6 % 4 2 .9 % 4 .8 % 1 0 0 .0 %
facu lty  sh o u ld  differ from  the  
c riteria  u s e d  for n o n -te n u red
faculty .
25 .0 % 50 .0 % 60 .0 % 25 .0 % 4 8 .8 %
p e e r
institution
C o u n t
%  w ithin N e v a d a  or P e e r
3 10 6 3 2 2
institu tion
%  within 0 2 2 .  T h e  criteria 
u s e d  to  e v a lu a te  ten u re d
13.6% 4 5 .5 % 27 .3 % 13.6% 1 0 0 .0 %
facu lty  sh o u ld  differ from  th e  
criteria  u s e d  for n o n -te n u red  
faculty .
75 .0 % 50 .0% 4 0 .0 % 75 .0 % 5 1 .2 %
Total C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r
4 20 15 4 4 3
Institu tion
%  within 0 2 2 .  T h e  criteria 
u s e d  to  e v a lu a te  ten u re d
9 .3 % 4 6 .5 % 34 .9 % 9.3% 1 0 0 .0 %
facu lty  s h o u ld  differ from  th e  
criteria  u s e d  for n o n -te n u red  
faculty .
1 0 0 .0% 100.0% 100.0% 1 00 .0% 1 0 0 .0 %
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Nevada or Peer Institution * Q23. Post«tenure evaluation Increases the likelyhood of faculty growth and vitality.
Crosstabulation
0 2 3 .  P o s t- te n u re  ev a lu a tio n  in c re a s e s  th e  likelyhood of faculty
orow th  a n d  vitality.
S tronq iy  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g ree S tronqiy  A qree T ota l
NV C o u n t 3 4 11 4 22
Institution %  within N e v a d a  o r P e e r  
institu tion
%  within 0 2 3 .  P o s t- te n u re
13.6% 18.2% 50 .0% 18 .2% 10 0 .0 %
e v a lu a tio n  in c r e a s e s  th e  
likelyhood  o f  faculty
60 .0% 8 0 .0% 40 .7 % 50 .0 % 4 8 .9 %
g row th  a n d  vitality.
p e e r C o u n t 2 1 16 4 23
institution %  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institu tion
%  within 0 2 3 .  P o s t- te n u re
8 .7% 4.3% 69 .6 % 17.4% 1 0 0 .0 %
e v a lu a tio n  in c r e a s e s  the  
likelyhood  o f faculty
40 .0 % 20 .0 % 59 .3 % 50 .0% 5 1 .1 %
g ro w th  a n d  vitality.
Total C o u n t 5 5 27 6 4 5
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institu tion
11.1% 11.1% 60 .0% 17.8% 1 0 0 .0 %
%  within 0 2 3 .  P o s t- te n u re
e v a lu a tio n  in c r e a s e s  the  
likelyhood  o f faculty
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100 .0% 1oo.o%
gro w th  a n d  vitality.
Nevada or Peer Institution " Q24. Post«tenure evaluation leads to the weeding out of incompetent faculty. Crosstabulation
0 2 4 .  P o s t- te n u re  e v a lu a tio n  le a d s  to  th e  w e e d in g  o u t of 
in co m p e te n t faculty .
S trongly  D isa g re e D isa g re e A g ree S tronq iy  A g ree Total
NV
Institu tion
C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r P e e r
6 11 4 1 2 2
Institution
% within Q 24 . P o s t- te n u re
27 .3 % 5 0 .0 % 18.2% 4 .5 % 1 0 0 .0 %
e v a lu a tio n  le a d s  to  th e  w eed in g  
o u t o f In co m p e te n t faculty.
54 .5% 4 5 .8 % 5 0 .0 % 100.0% 5 0 .0 %
p e e r
institution
C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
%  within 0 2 4 .  P o s t- te n u re  
ev a lu a tio n  le a d s  to  th e  w eed in g  
o u t o f  in co m p e te n t faculty.
5
22 .7%
45 .5 %
13
59 .1 %
54 .2 %
4
18 .2%
5 0 .0 %
2 2
1 0 0 .0 %
5 0 .0 %
Total C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r
11 24 6 1 44
Institution
%  within 0 2 4 .  P o s t- te n u re
25.0% 54 .5 % 18.2% 2.3% 1 0 0 .0 %
e v a lu a tio n  le a d s  to  th e  w eed in g  
o u t o f in c o m p e te n t faculty .
100.0% 1 00 .0% 1 0 0 .0% 100.0% - 1 0 0 .0 %
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Nevada or Peer Institution * Q 25.Post-tenure evaluation shou ld  lead to the w eed in g out o f incom petent faculty.
Crosstabulation
0 2 5 .P o s t- te n u re  ev a lu a tio n  sh o u ld  lea d  to  th e  w e e d in g  oui of
in co m o e ten t faculty.
S tronq iy  D isa g re e D isag ree A q ree S trong ly  A g ree Total
NV C ount 2 13 6 21
institu tion %  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
%  within 0 2 5 .P o s t- te n u re
9.5% 61 .9 % 2 8 .6 % 1 0 0 .0 %
e v a lu a tio n  sh o u ld  lea d  
to th e  w e e d in g  o u t of 50 .0%
4 8 .1 % 66 .7 % , 4 8 .8 %
In co m p e te n t faculty.
p e e r C o u n t 3 2 14 3 22
institution %  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
% within 0 2 5 .P o s t- te n u re
13.6% 9.1% 6 3 .6 % 13.6% 1 00 .0%
ev a lu a tio n  sh o u ld  lea d  
to  th e  w e e d in g  o u t of
100.0% 50 .0% 51 .9 % 33 .3% 5 1 .2 %
in co m p e te n t faculty.
Total C o u n t 3 4 27 9 43
% within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution 7 .0% 9.3% 6 2 .8 % 20 .9% 1 00 .0%
%  within 0 2 5 .P o s t- te n u re
e v a lu a tio n  sh o u ld  lea d  
to  th e  w e e d in g  o u t of
100 .0% 100.0% 1 00 .0% 100.0% 1 0 0 .0 %
in co m p e te n t faculty.
Nevada or Peer Institution * Q26. Growth contracts (such as individual work plans) mutually agreed to should be the 
primary basis for evaluation of tenured faculty. Crosstabulation
Q 26 G row th c o n tra c ts  ( su c h  a s  indiv idual w ork p lan s )  m utually  
a g re e d  to sh o u ld  b e  th e  p rim ary  b a s is  for ev a lu a tio n  of ten u re d  
faculty.
Strongly  D isag ree D isa g re e A g ree S trongly  A q ree Total
NV
Institution
C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
%  within Q 2 6 . G row th  
c o n tra c ts  ( su c h  a s  individual 
w ork p la n s )  m utua lly  a g re e d  
to  sh o u ld  b e  th e  p rim ary  b a s is  
for ev a lu a tio n  o f  te n u re d  
faculty .
2
9 .5 %
25 .0 %
16
76 .2 %
61 .5 %
3
14.3%
42 .9 %
21
1 0 0 .0 %
4 8 .8 %
p e e r
institution
C o u n t 2 6 10 4 2 2
Institution
%  within Q 2 6 . G row th  
c o n tra c ts  ( su c h  a s  individual 
w ork  p la n s )  m utua lly  a g re e d
9.1% 27 .3 % 45 .5 % 18.2% 1 0 0 .0 %
to  sh o u ld  b e  th e  p rim ary  b a s is  
for e v a lu a tio n  o f te n u re d
faculty.
100.0% 75 .0 % 38 .5 % 57 .1% 5 1 .2 %
Total C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
% within Q 2 6 . G row th  
c o n tra c ts  ( su c h  a s  individual
2
4 .7%
6
18 .6%
26
60 .5 %
7
16.3%
4 3
10 0 .0 %
w ork p la n s )  m utu a lly  a g re e d  
to sh o u ld  b e  th e  p rim ary  b a s is  
for e v a lu a tio n  o f te n u re d  
faculty.
100.0% 100.0% 100 .0% 100.0% 1 0 0 .0 %
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Nevada or Peer institution * Q27. By the 
community
year 2010, traditional tenure will no longer need to exist in the majority of 
colleges in the U.S./Canada. Crosstabulation
0 2 7 .  By th e  y e a r  2 0 1 0 , trad ition  
ex is t in th e  m aiorltv  o f com m un!
al te n u re  will n o  lo n g er n e e d  to 
V c o lie o e s  in th e  U .S ./C an a d a .
S tronq iy  D isa g re e D isa g re e A q ree S tronqiy  A q ree T ota l
NV
Institution
C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r P e e r  
Institution
%  within Q 27 . By th e  y e a r  
2 0 1 0 . trad itional te n u re  will
6
27 .3 %
11
60.0%
2
9.1%
3
13.6%
2 2
1 0 0 .0 %
n o  lo n g er n e e d  to  ex is t in 
th e  m ajority  of com m unity  
c o lle g e s  in th e  U .S ./C an a d a .
50 .0% 57 .9 % 28 .6 % 60 .0 % 5 1 .2 %
p e e r
institu tion
C o u n t
%  within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
%  within 0 2 7 .  By th e  y e a r  
2 0 1 0 , trad itional te n u re  will
6
2 8 .6 %
6
38 .1 %
5
23 .8 %
2
9.5%
21
1 0 0 .0 %
n o  lo n g er  n e e d  to  e x is t in 
th e  m ajority  of com m unity  
c o lle g e s  in th e  U .S ./C an a d a .
50 .0 % 4 2 .1 % 71 .4% 4 0 .0 % 4 8 .8 %
Total C o u n t
% within N e v a d a  o r  P e e r  
Institution
%  within 0 2 7 .  By th e  y e a r  
2 0 1 0 , trad itional te n u re  will
12
2 7 .9 %
19
4 4 .2 %
7
16.3%
5
11.6%
4 3
10 0 .0 %
n o  lo n g er  n e e d  to  e x is t in 
th e  m ajority  of com m unity  
c o lle g e s  in th e  U .S ./C an a d a .
100 .0% 10 0 .0% 100.0% 100.0% 1 0 0 ,0 %
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A P P E N D IX  G
SAMPLE LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS
U N I V E R S IT Y  O F  NEVADA L A S  V E GA S
October 10, 2002 
Dear:
I am currently involved in a research project studying post-tenure review in the 
community college setting.
The project examines the post-tenure review process in the community colleges in 
Nevada and the six peer institutions of the Community College of Southern Nevada.
Your participation will be very important as I have a relatively, small sample. The study, 
in part, will evaluate how various, institutions’ post-tenure review policy (evaluations) 
comports with the minimum standards for good practice if a formal system of post-tenure 
review is established, as outlined by AAUP. Your participation will provide useful 
information on this topic.
This study is performed as a partial fulfillment of the requirements for my Ed D in Higher 
Education Leadership. Participation in this study is strictly voluntary. Data from the 
questionnaire and instrument are anonymous. Names of participants scores and all data 
will be processed through the Cannon Research Center at UNLV.
Sincerely, 
Tom Peacock 
702 651-4553
Cannon Center for Survey Research 
4505 Maryland Parkway • Box 455008 • Las Vegas, Nevada 89154-5008 
(702) 895-0168 • FAX (702) 895-0165 • e-mail cannoncenter@ccmail.nevada.edu
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A P P E N D IX  H
WESTERN COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
MEMO DATED 2-26-02
Subject: [Fwd: Annual Evaluation]
Date: Tue, 26 Feb 2002 09:30:59 -0800 
From: Celine Sullivan <celine@wncc.nevada.edu> 
To: "tom_peacock@mail.ccsn.nevada.edu" <tom_peacock@mail.ccsn.nevada.edu>
Hi Tom !
Attached is the annual evaluation form that we use for both academic 
faculty with and without tenure. Right now we don't have any written 
procedures, but are in the process of writing them. Due to the fact, we 
completely reorganized the college last summer, the procedures we had do 
not apply at all. We evaluate all academic faculty in the same manner 
each year by doing a formal evaluation. Their evaluation period is 
January through June of the preceding year (One of the changes our 
faculty wishes to make is that they are evaluated by academic fiscal 
year, so the evaluation is more current). Each faculty member is 
required to submit a self evaluation for the year to their Division 
Chair by April 1. From there, the evaluation process goes forward.
Since we completely reorganized last summer, the process is going to be 
a little different this year, but basically the division chairs are 
required to sit in on at least one of the classes for each instructor 
they are evaluating. Our faculty is taking up the issue as to how often 
and by whom classroom observations are done. Their issue is they don't 
want to have the Division Chair, Dean, Vice President, and possibly 
President sitting in on their classes. They feel that this is disruptive 
and infringes on their "academic freedom". The evaluation for each 
faculty needs to be completed by May 1.
Let me know if you need any additional information. I am looking forward 
to seeing what you come up with.
Celine
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APPENDIX I 
TARRANT COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
MEMO DATED 2-26-02
Subject: Faculty Evaluations
Date: Tue, 26 Feb 2002 14:27:54 -0600 
From: "ALVAREZ, JESSE" <JESSE.ALVAREZ@tccd.net>
To: <tom_peacock@ccsn.nevada.edu>
Good Afternoon;
As requested:
FACULTY EVALUATION A minimum of one appraisal package is to be completed each year 
during the first three years of employment in the College District. It is preferable 
to complete the first appraisal package during the faculty member's first semester. 
After three satisfactory evaluations, a minimum of one appraisal package is to be 
completed once every three years for all full-time and adjunct instructors. An 
instructor may request an additional administration of the appraisal package from 
the evaluator in a semester other than the timetable designation. The appraisal 
package will be administered according to guidelines provided with the package.
Upon completion of the faculty evaluation package, the division chairperson or 
appointed evaluator will schedule a meeting with the faculty member to discuss the 
results of the evaluation. The conference will focus on how the faculty member uses 
his or her strengths to the benefit of the students and on how any weaknesses that 
were identified during the evaluation .will be corrected.
If there are weaknesses, a written plan designed to correct any deficiencies will be 
developed jointly by the faculty member and the evaluator. The plan shall involve 
the following components : statement of deficiencies, desired behavioral outcomes, 
identification.of professional activities, follow-up date for faculty member and 
division chairperson to meet and discuss results of professional activities, dates 
for subsequent classroom visitations and/or conferences to monitor the faculty 
member's progress which will continue until the division chairperson is satisfied 
that the faculty member's deficiency has been corrected, and joint sign-off of 
faculty member and evaluator occurs.
The division chairperson will make periodic reports of the faculty member's progress 
to the dean of instruction.
The summary of the evaluation will become a part of the faculty member's permanent 
file at the District office. Other parts of the evaluation will be kept on campus in 
the division office.
The College District shall routinely evaluate the performance of all College System 
employees.
PURPOSE The purpose of the employee performance evaluation shall be to:
Raise the quality of instruction and educational service to the citizens of the 
community. Raise the standards of the College System as a whole. Aid the employee 
to grow and improve. Determine the employee's future employment with the College 
System. Evaluation of employees, both professional and nonprofessional, shall be a 
cooperative and continuing process with formal appraisal periodically following 
established procedures for the evaluation process.
144
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
A P P E N D IX  J
TABLES RELATED TO BAR GRAPHS 
7. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) protects academic freedom.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 89% 11% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
75% 25% 100%
Chair 56% 44% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
60% 40% 100%
Faculty 79% 21% 100%
2. The post-tenure review (evaluation) at your institution intrudes on the individual 
faculty members’ proper sphere ofprofessional self-direction.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 11% 89% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
0% 100% 100%
Chair 11% 89% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
20% 80% 100%
Faculty 28% 72% 100%
3. You consider post-tenure review (evaluation) an attempt to bring up negative 
evidence.
Title Agreed Disagreed Total
President 0% 100% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
0% 100% 100%
Chair 11% 89% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
0% 100% 100%
Faculty 29% 71% 100%
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4. You consider post-tenure review (evaluation) a re-evaluation or re-validation of your 
tenured status.
Title Agreed Disagreed Total
President 56% 44% 100%
Chief Academic 
Ofihcer
50% 50% 100%
Chair 44% 56% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
60% 40% 100%
Faculty 35% 65% 100%
5. Post tenure review (evaluation) shifts the burden of proof from the administration to 
the individual faculty members to show cause why he or she should be retained.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 11% 89% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
13% 87% 100%
Chair 66% 34% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
40% 60% 100%
Faculty 50% 50% 100%
6. The written standards and criteria by which faculty members are evaluated are 
reviewed periodically by the faculty.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 78% 22% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
75% 25% 100%
Chair 67% 33% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
40% 60% 100%
Faculty 79% 21% 100%
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7. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) appraises faculty to determine if they meet the 
current standards for granting tenure, which may have changed since the faculty 
members’ initial granting of tenure.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 56% 44% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
25% 75% 100%
Chair 40% 60% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
40% 60% 100%
Faculty 21% 79% 100%
8. The criteria used to evaluate faculty was developed by the faculty.
Title Agree Disagree ! Total
President 89% 11% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
100% 0% 100%
Chair 77% 23% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
60% 40% 100%
Faculty 57% 43% 100%
9. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) provides tangible rewards for those faculty 
members who have demonstrated high or improved performance.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 56% 44% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
75% 25% 100%
Chair 67% 33% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
40% 60% 100%
Faculty 50% 50% 100%
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10. Your post-tenure review (evaluation) program acknowledges different expectations 
in different disciplines.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 33% 67% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
75% 25% 100%
Chair 67% 33% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
40% 60% 100%
Faculty 57% 43% 100%
11. Your post-tenure reviews (evaluations) are kept confidential.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 100% 0% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
100% 0% • 100%
Chair 88% 12% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
80% 20% 100%
Faculty 71% 29% 100%
12. Your post tenure review (evaluation) can result in a mandated professional formal 
development program.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 89% 11% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
63% 37% 100%
Chair 78% 22% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
80% 20% 100%
Faculty 36% 64% 100%
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Title Agree Disagree Total
President 89% 11% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
88% 12% 100%
Chair 89% 11% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
60% 40% 100%
Faculty 57% 43% 100%
14. In the event of recurring problems with a faculty members’ performance, there is in 
place other possibilities that would be mutually agreed to, such as reassignment
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 56% 44% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
63% 37% 100%
Chair 78% 22% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
20% 80% 100%
Faculty 43% 57% 100%
15. The administration retains the burden of proof that will be demonstrated through 
an adversarial proceeding.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 78% 22% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
75% 25% 100%
Chair 67% 23% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
40% 60% 100%
Faculty 64% 36% 100%
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16. There should be post-tenure evaluation to assess the level of performance and 
faculty development needs.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 100% 0% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
100% 0% 100%
Chair 100% 0% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
100% 0% 100%
Faculty 86% 14% 100%
17. Tenuredfaculty should welcome assessment of their overall performance.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 100% 0% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
100% 0% 100%
Chair 89% 11% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
100% 0% 100%
Faculty 93% 7% 100%
18. There should be a faculty development program of the post-tenure review 
(evaluation).
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 100% 0% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
100% 0% 100%
Chair 89% 11% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
100% 0% 100%
Faculty 79% 21% 100%
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19. Only qualified instructional administrators should evaluate tenured faculty.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 33% 67% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
63% 37% 100%
Chair 56% 44% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
60% 40% 100%
Faculty 36% 64% 100%
20. Only tenuredfaculty colleagues should evaluate tenuredfaculty.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 33% 67% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
13% 87% 100%
Chair 56% 44% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
60% 40% 100%
Faculty 57% 43% 100%
21. There should be multiple sources o f input into post-tenure evaluations. Le., 
administrators, students, and peers.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 100% 0% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
100% 0% 100%
Chair 100% 0% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
100% 0% 100%
Faculty 79% 21% 100%
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22. The criteria used to evaluate tenured faculty should differ from criteria used with 
non-tenuredfaculty.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 67% 33% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
38% 62% 100%
Chair 44% 56% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
20% 80% 100%
Faculty 35% 65% 100%
23. Post-tenure review increases the likelihood of faculty growth and vitality.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 67% 33% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
75% 25% 100%
Chair 89% 11% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
80% 20% 100%
Faculty 78% 22% 100%
24. Post-tenure review leads to the weeding out o f incompetentfaculty.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 22% 78% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
0% 100% 100%
Chair 44% 56% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
20% 80% 100%
Faculty 14% 86% 100%
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Title Agree Disagree Total
President 100% 0% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
62% 38% 100%
Chair 44% 56% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
100% 0% 100%
Faculty 92% 8% 100%
26. Growth contracts (such as individual work plans) mutually agreed to should be the 
primary basis for evaluation of tenuredfaculty.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 89% 11% 100%
Chief Academic 
Officer
88% 12% 100%
Chair 78% 22% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
40% 60% 100%
Faculty 64% 36% 100%
27. By the year 2010, traditional tenure will no longer need to exist in the majority o f 
community colleges in the U.S./Canada.
Title Agree Disagree Total
President 0% 100% 100%
Chief Aeademic 
Officer
38% 62% 100%
Chair 33% 67% 100%
Chair Faculty 
Senate
0% 100% 100%
Faculty 43% 57% 100%
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